Louisiana State University

LSU Digital Commons
LSU Historical Dissertations and Theses

Graduate School

1985

Social Skills Assessment for Mainstreamed Handicapped
Students: the Discriminative Efficiency of the Teacher Ratings of
Social Skills (Tross).
Frederick Lee Black
Louisiana State University and Agricultural & Mechanical College

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.lsu.edu/gradschool_disstheses

Recommended Citation
Black, Frederick Lee, "Social Skills Assessment for Mainstreamed Handicapped Students: the
Discriminative Efficiency of the Teacher Ratings of Social Skills (Tross)." (1985). LSU Historical
Dissertations and Theses. 4088.
https://digitalcommons.lsu.edu/gradschool_disstheses/4088

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Graduate School at LSU Digital Commons. It
has been accepted for inclusion in LSU Historical Dissertations and Theses by an authorized administrator of LSU
Digital Commons. For more information, please contact gradetd@lsu.edu.

INFORMATION TO USERS
This reproduction was made from a copy o f a document sent to us fo r m icrofilm ing.
While the most advanced technology lias been used to photograph and reproduce
this document, the quality o f the reproduction is heavily dependent upon the
quality o f the material submitted.
The follow ing explanation o f techniques is provided to help clarify markings or
notations which may appear on this reproduction.
1.The sign or “ target” fo r pages apparently lacking from the document
photographed is “ Missing Page(s)” . I f it was possible to obtain' the missing
page(s) o r section, they are spliced in to the film along w ith adjacent pages. This
may have necessitated cutting through an image and duplicating adjacent pages
to assure complete co n tin u ity.
2. When an image on the film is obliterated w ith a round black mark, it is an
indication o f either blurred copy because o f movement during exposure,
duplicate copy, or copyrighted materials tha t should not have been filmed. F o r
blurred pages, a good image o f the page can be found in the adjacent frame. I f
copyrighted materials were deleted, a target note w ill appear listing the pages in
the adjacent frame.
3. When a map, drawing or chart, etc., is part o f the material being photographed,
a definite method o f “ sectioning” the material has been followed. I t is
customary to begin film ing at the upper le ft hand corner o f a large sheet and to
continue from le ft to right in equal sections w ith small overlaps. I f necessary,
sectioning is continued again—beginning below the first row and continuing on
u n til complete.
4. F or illustrations that cannot be satisfactorily reproduced by xerographic
means, photographic prints can be purchased at additional cost and inserted
in to yo u r xerographic copy. These prints are available upon request from the
Dissertations Customer Services Department.
5. Some pages in any document may have indistinct prin t. In all cases the best
available copy has been film ed.

University
Micrdrilms
international
300 N. Zeeb Road
Ann Arbor, Ml 48106

8526367

B la c k , F re d e ric k Lee

SOCIAL SKILLS A SS ESS M E N T FOR MAINSTREAMED HANDICAPPED
STUDENTS: THE D ISC R IM IN A TIVE EFFICIENCY OF THE TEACHER
RATINGS OF SO CIAL SKILLS (TR O S S)

The Louisiana State University and Agricultural and Mechanical Col.

University
Microfilms
International

300 N. Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, Ml 48106

Ph.D.

1985

PLEASE NOTE:

In all cases this m aterial has been film ed in the best possible way from the available copy.
Problems encountered with this d o cu m e n t have been identified here with a check m ark
V

1.

Glossy photographs o r p a g e s _______

2.

C olored illustrations, paper o r p rin t______

3.

Photographs w ith dark b a c k g ro u n d ______

4.

Illustrations are poor c o p y _______

5.

Pages with b lack marks, not original

6.

Print shows through as there is text on both sides of p ag e_______

7.

Indistinct, broken o r small print on several p ag e s

8.

Print exceeds m argin re q uirem e n ts ______

9.

Tightly bound copy with print lost in spine_______

10.

C om puter printout pages with indistinct p rin t_______

11.

P a g e (s )_____________ lacking w hen material received, and not available from school or
author.

12.

P a g e (s )_____________ seem to b e missing in num bering only as text follows.

13.

Tw o pages n u m b e re d ______________ . Text follows.

14.

C urling and w rinkled p a g e s _______

15.

.

copy_____

^

O th er______________________________________________________________________________

University
Microfilms

International

SOCIAL SKILLS ASSESSMENT
FOR MAINSTREAMED HANDICAPPED STUDENTS:
THE DISCRIMINATIVE EFFICIENCY OF THE TEACHER RATINGS
OF SOCIAL SKILLS (TROSS)

A Dissertation
Submitted to the Graduate Faculty of the
Louisiana State University and
Agricultural and Mechanical College
in partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy
in
The Department of Psychology

by
Frederick Lee Black
A . B ., Mercer University, 1967
M.A., Louisiana State University, 1976
August 1985

Acknowledgments
My thanks are given to a number of people who have
greatly contributed to my graduate studies and who have
made this present research possible.
Mr. Donald Simpson, Supervisor of Special Education for
West Baton Rouge Parish School System, and Ms. Donnie Faye
Hull, Supervisor of Special Education for East Baton Rouge
Parish, provided the permissions for the gathering of the
data.

Both demonstrated cooperativeness and interest in

the study throughout the project.
Ms.

Frances

Davis,

of the East

School System Research Department,

Baton Rouge

Parish

provided invaluable

computer data and general suggestions.
Dr. Frank M. Gresham, my committee chairperson, contri
buted his considerable expertise on social skills research
and statistical analyses.

His continued support through

out my program of study and this project in particular was
greatly appreciated.
Ms. Gaby Church, of the LSU Department of Experimental
Statistics,

gave her assistance from the initial design

phases of the research project to the culminating statis
tical

analyses

of

th e

data.

knowledge and her considerateness.
ii

I am thankful

for her

A special thanks to Dr. Felicia Pryor, whose continued
support and interest throughout these years has in many
ways made this dissertation possible.
Thanks also to Sue Gambrel1, a friend, for all the time
she spent helping and the concern and interest she has
always shown.
Heartfelt thank-you's also go to Betty Jones,
Pinkney,

Kathi

Kemp,

and

marathon typing skills,

Pam Munson,

Linda

without whose

I never would have made it to

print.
Finally, and perhaps most importantly, I give my thanks
to my wife,

Winnie,

and my son, Geoffrey, who have not

only demonstrated patience but also have given unflagging,
sustaining support throughout.
dedicate this dissertation.

It is to

them that I

Table of Contents

Page
Acknowledgments .....................................

ii

Table of C o n t e n t s ...................................

iv

List of T a b l e s .....................................

vi

List of F i g u r e s .....................................

ix

Abstract

............................................

Introduction

.......................................

x
1

The Growing Concern: The Importance of Social
Skills
..............................................

5

Social Skills:

8

Definitional Issues .................

Social Skills Problems

.............................

Social Skills and Handicapped Children

14

............

17

Assessment Strategies ...............................

22

Multifactored/Comprehensive Assessment

24

. . . . . . .

Intervention/Therapy Methods

.......................

25

Selection/Diagnostic Methods

.......................

31

The Teacher Ratings of Social Skills (TROSS)

. ...

45

...................

51

M e t h o d ..............................................

53

S u b j e c t s ............................................

53

P r o c e d u r e ............................................

55

Instrumentation .....................................

57

Data A n a l y s i s .......................................

57

Purposes of the Present Research

iv

Page

R e s u l t s ..............................................

62

D i s c u s s i o n ............................................ 132
R e f e r e n c e s ............................................ 144
A p p e n d i c e s ............................................ 172
V i t a .................................................. 204

v

List of Tables

Means and Standard Deviations for Males Only,
Females Only, and Males Plus Females ........

64

Descriptive Statistics for the Sample:
Frequency Dimension . . . . . . . . . . . . .

65

ANOVA for TROSS Factor I , Academic Performance
(Males Only) .................................

67

ANOVA for TROSS Factor XI, Social Initiation
(Males Only) ..................................

68

ANOVA for TROSS Factor III, Cooperation
(Males Only) .................................

69

ANOVA for TROSS Factor IV, Peer Reinforcement
(Males Only) .................................

70

7

ANOVA for TROSS Total Score (Males Only)

71

8

ANOVA for TROSS Factor I, Academic Performance
(Females Only) ...............................

72

ANOVA for TROSS Factor II, Social Initiation
(Females Only) ...............................

73

ANOVA for TROSS Factor III, Cooperation
(Females Only) .........................

...

74

ANOVA for TROSS Factor IV, Peer Reinforcement
(Females Only) ......................... . . .

75

12

ANOVA for TROSS Total Score (Female Only)

76

13

ANOVA for TROSS Factor I, Academic Performance
(Males Plus Females) .........................

77

ANOVA for TROSS Factor II, Social Initiation
(Males Plus Females) .........................

78

ANOVA for TROSS Factor III, Cooperation
(Males Plus Females) .........................

79

ANOVA for TROSS Factor IV, Peer Reinforcement
(Males Plus Females) .........................

80

3
4
5
6

9
10

11

14
15

vi

. . .

. .

Page

17

ANOVA for TROSS Total Score
{Males Plus F e m a l e s ) .............................. 81

18

Correlations of TROSS Scores with Student Race,
Sex, Grade, and Age and with Teacher Race
...

83

Mean Scores on the TROSS for Males of Differing
Exceptionalities:
Student-Newman-Keuls Test . .

85

19
20

Mean Scores on the TROSS for Females of Differ
ing Exceptionalities: Student-Newman-Keuls
T e s t .............................................. 86

21

Mean Scores on the TROSS for Males Plus Females
of Differing Exceptionalities: Student-NewmanKeuls T e s t ........................................ 87

22

Discriminant Classification of Males of Four
Differing Exceptionalities .....................

89

23

Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function
Coefficients (CDF) for the Selected TROSS
Factor Scores for MalesO n l y ..................... 91

24

Discriminant Analysis Classification for Males
Only Based on TROSS Factors I, II, and III . . .

92

25

Discriminant Analysis Classification for Males
Only Based on the TROSS Total S c o r e ............. 94

26

Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function
Coefficients (CDF) for the Selected TROSS
Factor Scores for Females O n l y ................... 95

27

Discriminant Analysis Classification for
Females Only Based on the TROSS Factors I,
III, and IV
..............................97

28

Discriminant Analysis Classification for
Females only Based on the TROSS Total Score

29

30

. .

99

Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function
Coefficients (CDF) for the Selected TROSS
Factor Scores for Males Plus Females ..........

100

Discriminant Analysis Classification for Males
Plus Females Based on TROSS Factors I, II,
and III
.................

102

vii

Page

31

32

Discriminant Analysis Classification for Males
Plus Females Based on TROSS Factors I, II
and I I I ..........

104

Rank Ordering of Items from Most to Least
Important by Black and White Teachers ..........

105

33

Rank Ordering of Items from Most to Least
Important by Race, Sex, and Exceptionality
of S t u d e n t s ........................................ 108

34

Intercorrelations of TROSS Factor Scores for
Frequency and Importance Dimensions ............

115

Inter-factor correlations for the Four-Factor
Solution of the TROSS Frequency Dimension . . . .

116

Factor Loading of the TROSS for the Present
Sample: Frequency Dimension ...................

118

Factor I (Academic Performance) Loadings for
The TROSS for the Present Sample and the Clark,
Gresham, and Elliott (1985) Sample ............

122

Factor II (Social Initiation) Loadings for the
TROSS for the Present Sample and the Clark,
Gresham, and Elliott (1985) .....................

123

35
36
37

38

39

Factor III (Cooperation) Loadings for the TROSS
and the Present Sample and the Clark, Gresham,
and Elliott (1985) S a m p l e ......................... 124

40

Factor IV ■(Peer Reinforcement) Loadings for
the TROSS for the Present Sample and the Clark,
Gresham, and Elliott (1985) Sample ............

125

41

Cronbach's Alpha Coefficients for the TROSS . . .

127

42

Correlations of the TROSS with IQ and Achieve
ment Scores for the Entire S a m p l e ...............12 8

43

Means and Standard Deviations of Academic
Competence Measures for Students of Differing
Exceptionalities. ...............................

viii

129

LIST OF FIGURES

Figure
1
2

3

Page
Conceptual classification system for
children's social skill problems ...............

15

Two (Child Sex) X 4 (Exceptionality) X. 2
(Child Race) MANOVA experimental design:
TROSS total score and TROSS factor scores

56

...

Model for the discriminant analysis of TROSS
total score and factor scores formales. . . .

58

4

Model for the discriminant analysis of TROSS
scores of females using two classification
g r o u p s ............................................ 58

5

Model for the discriminant analysis of TROSS
scores of females using two classification
g r o u p s ............................................ 59

6

Model for the discriminant analysis of the
TROSS scores of males and females using two
classificationgroups ..........................

59

Two (Teacher Race X. 4 (Exceptionalities) X' 2
(Child Race) X 2 (Child Sex) MANOVA experi
mental design: Frequency and importance
dimensions of theT R O S S .........................

60

7

ix

Abstract

Until

recently no time-efficient teacher rating scale

of social skills has been available.

With the development

of the Teacher Ratings of Social Skills (TROSS? Gresham &
Elliott,

1984)

this

ga p

ha s

possibly

been

filled.

Preliminary research on the scale has shown it to possess
adequate
Elliott,

reliability
1985).

and validity

(Clark,

Gresham,

Little is known yet, however,

&

regarding

the possible utility of the scale in discriminating among
school-aged children of differing handicapping conditions.
The present study examined the discriminative efficiency
of the TROSS

with

a sample of 250

from four different groups:
Learning Disabled,
ally Handicapped,
Rater,

school-age children

(a) Behavior Disordered,

(b)

(c) Mildly Mentally Retarded/Education
and

(d)

Nonhandicapped

("normals”).

ratee,. and sex biases in the ratings by teachers,

concurrent validity,

and reliability were also examined.

Additionally the scale was factor analyzed and compared to
previous findings (Clark et al. 1985).
Results indicate that the TROSS,

particularly in view

of its short length, does discriminate between handicapped
and nonhandicapped students at a reasonable high level.
The scale does not, however, adequately discriminate among
exceptionality groups

(BD, LD, MR/EH).
x

No rater,

ratee,

or sex biases were found.
WISC-R,
low,

Correlations of the TROSS, the

and Woodcock-Johnson

indicating

indicate that the TROSS is a highly

instrument,

Dimension.

The

were

little relationship among the measures.

A l p h a coefficients
reliable

(concurrent validity)

particularly

factor

structures

on the

Frequency

of the present

and

previous research are essentially equivalent.
The present research
highly reliable

indicates

that the TROSS is a

instrument which is relatively free of

bias and is capable of discriminating between handicapped
and nonhandicapped students.

Based on these results, the

TROSS appears to be an instrument which can confidently be
used as a screening instrument in a social skills assess
ment package.
the

general

students

The scale could also be included as part of
referral/screening package

used

to

for possible special education placement.

Importance

Dimension

be havior selection

should

prove

useful

refer
The

in target

for students receiving social skills

training or special education services.

xi

Introduction

Everyone likes the polite elephant.
things to say and do.

He knows the right

When polite elephant waits for

the bus, he takes his place in line.
or shoves...

He knows that some rooms are for sit

ting... and others are for playing.
in his chair.

He never pushes

He sits straight

(Scarry, 1968, pp. 191-197)

Societies have always had a set of behavioral expecta
tions for the adults and the children who live within that
society.

Societal norms, mores, and customs represent the

specification of these expectations, but most importantly
they set the criteria under which one receives positive
reinforcement, negative reinforcement, or punishment.

The

same set of expectations also forms the basis for defining
"normality" and "deviance" in that social milieu.
both

formal

and informal

contexts,

Within

the assessment

children,

based on these norms,

customs,

and mores,

pervasive

in any society that values its young

of
is

(Kessen,

1979; Lomax, Kagan, & Rosenbrantz, 1978).
In

e d u cation,

the

identification

of handicapping

conditions has been a primary type of assessment.

The

apparent goals of such identification have been not only
to provide

services to

"special children",

but also to

remove deficient children from normal classroom settings.

Children identified as handicapped routinely have been
placed in "self-contained11 classes with other handicapped
children.

The labeled students have been removed educa

tionally from the regular classroom curricula and physi
cally from the regular classroom as well.
In

the

19 6 0's

great

concern over the detrimental

effects of labeling began to be widely expressed.
(1968),

for

example,

retarded children as

attacked

labeling

also began to reflect these concerns.
General

of mentally

stigmatizing and called

abolition of self-contained classes.

Laws of Massachusetts,

Dunn

for the

State legislation
Chapter 766 of the

the legislative model on

which Public Law 94-142 was based, was generated partly
out of concern over the negative effects of labeling.
Legislation concerning handicapped students was enacted at
both state and federal levels.
tion

The culminating legisla

(at least to this point in time) being P.L. 94-142,

The Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975.
Although encompassing numerous areas concerning handi
capped

children,

one of the major tenets

of the

law

regards the provision of free and appropriate education to
handicapped
environment."

children

within

the

"least

restrictive

In defining least restrictive environment

the law mandates:
that to the maximum extent appropriate,

handicapped

children,

or private

including children

in public

institutions or other care facilities,

are educated

with

children

who

are

not

handicapped

and...That

special classes, separate schooling or other removal of
handicapped

children

from the regular

educational

environment occurs only when the nature or severity of
the handicap is such that education in regular classes
with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot
be achieved satisfactorily.

(P.L. 94-142 § 300.550)

Although variously interpreted, the predominant view of
least restrictive environment is that it may be equated -to
"mainstreaming"

or physically placing the handicapped

student in regular classrooms for the maximum amount of
the school day possible.

Based on this premise, more and

more handicapped students are being reintegrated into
regular classrooms.

Although the concept of reintegration

or mainstreaming may appear to have a great deal of face
validity and appeal, unfortunately a growing body of data
is beginning to suggest that some of the basic assumptions
of

the

drafters

romantic at best.

of

P.L. 94-142

may have been

overly

The major rationales for mainstreaming

are that physical placement of handicapped children in
regular classrooms will
interaction
children,

(b)

between
result

(a)

facilitate positive social

handicapped

an d

nonhandicapped

in increased acceptance of handi

capped children by nonhandicapped peers, and (c) increase
the exposure of handicapped children to "normal" children
who will act as "models", with the handicapped imitating

the appropriate behavior of their nonhandicapped peers.
review

of

current

1982a)

simply

research

does

not

(Gresham,

support

1981a,

t hese

A

1981b,

a s sumptions.

Numerous studies have shown that nonhandicapped students
consistently interact at a very low rate with mainstreamed
handicapped
1976) .

students

(Bruininks,

1978;

Bryan,

1974,

A large body of research has also indicated that

handicapped students are poorly accepted by their peers
(Ballard,

Corman,

Gottlieb,

Sammuel,

& Veldman,

research

suggests

1978;

that

& Kaufman,
Gresham

1978; Gottlieb,

1981b).

handicapped

Modeling

students

do not

automatically emulate their nonhandicapped peers (Gresham,
1981b) .

Gresham's

(1982a)

revi e w

of 40

studies

in

these areas demonstrates that there has been a relative
lack

of

success

important

social

of m a i n s t r e a m i n g
outcomes

in altering these

for handicapped

students.

Walker and Rankin (1982) also point to teacher objections
to the placement of handicapped children in their class
rooms.

This objection appears to be due to a combination

of factors,

however,

an unwillingness to tolerate the

social behavior(s) that some handicapped children exhibit
is proposed as a most prominent one
1982).

(Walker & Rankin,

Given that these conditions presently exist it is

time for school psychology to focus on social skills of
handicapped children and conduct further research that
attempts to delineate the correlates of social competency
and design appropriate training programs.

5

The Growing Concern:

The Importance of Social Skills

It has been only within the last decade that social
skills development

in children has begun to receive a

large amount of clinical and research attention.
over 75% of all scientific articles

Indeed,

in this area have

appeared within the last decade (Michelson & Wood, 1980).
This surge in interest in children's social skills can be
traced to several factors.
One factor involved in the current interest in child
ren's social skills is that educators have become increas
ingly involved with the responsibility of training not
only academic skills but also in coping with the complex
social

and personal

Sprafkin,

Gershaw,

problems

& Klein,

of students

1980).

(Goldstein,

Educators have begun

to realize that solutions to these many problems may lie
in systematic

attempts

to build up the strengths and

potentials of students rather than in disciplinary and
remedial action.
In psychoeducational approaches this realization has
meant a shift from a focus on disruptive behavior to an
emphasis on skill building.

In the field of education,

the last decade also has seen attempts to develop programs
directed toward enhancement of more than academic skills.
The values clarification program (Simon, Howe, & Kirschenbaum,

1972)

is but one example.

moral education

(Kohlberg,

The programs such as

1973) , affective education

(Miller, 1976) / and character education (Chapman,
have also come into being.
concern

for p e r s o n a l

1977)

All of these programs share a

growth

and development

in the

psychosocial domain.
Legal mandates have also played a role in the growing
research on social skills,
handicapped children.

particularly with regard to

Such legislation as P.L. 94-142 and

its mandates of "least restrictive environment" as well as
individual
s ocial

education programs which must

realm

as

a component

have

include the

greatly

increased

concerns regarding social skills training and assessment
in handicapped populations.
Another factor in the increased

interest in social

skills is that the knowledge base has grown regarding the
relationship between social competence in childhood and
later social, academic, and psychological functioning.

A

review of the literature convincingly demonstrates that
social skills and deficits in skills are correlated with
overall adjustment and later functioning in society at
large.

Research has shown that children with deficient

social skills have a high incidence of dropping out of
s chool

(Ullman,

military service
maladjustment
delinquency

1957),

bad

conduct

(Roff, Sells,

(Gronlund

(Roff,

Sells,

discharges

& Golden,

& Anderson,
& Golden,

1972),

1963),
1972),

from

school

juvenile
and adult

mental health difficulties as evidenced in psychiatric
referrals up to 13 years later (Cowen, Pederson, Babigian,

7

Izzo,

& Trost, 1973).

Children who exhibit social skills

deficits do appear to experience both short- and long
term negative consequences, and these negative consequen
ces or outcomes appear to be precursors of more severe
problems

in adolescence and adulthood

(Rinn & Markle,

1979).
So c i a l

skills

numerous problems
environment

deficits

have also been

related to

in adjusting to the normal classroom

(Stumrae, Gresham,

& Scott,

1983).

Socially

unpopular children have been shown to be lacking in a
variety of social skills such as communicating needs,
cooperating,
friends
Gonso,

responding positively to peers,

(Gottman,

& Schuler,

1980; Hartup,

Gonso,

& Rasmussen,

1976; Gresham,

Glaser,

and making

1975;

Gottman,

1981c; Gresham & Nagle,

& Charlesworth, 1967;

LaGreca &

Santogrossi, 1980; Oden & Asher, 1977).
Research on classroom functioning has shown relation
ships between social skills difficulties and measures of
academic as well as other educationally related variables
(Gresham, 1983a).

Green, Forehand, Beck, and Vosk (1980)

found a relationship between social skills deficits and
academic achievement scores while Cartledge and Milburn
(1978)

demonstrated a relationship between social skills

deficits and delayed cognitive development.

Other studies

have shown social skills to be related to teacher judg
ments of social status
acceptance

(LaGreca,

(Good & Brophy,

1981)

and to teacher

1972; Silberman,

1969).

The

roles
derne,

of attending behaviors

(Hops & Cobb,

1974; Laha-

1968; Turnure & Samuels, 1972) and question asking

(Zimmerman & Pike,

1972)

also have been assessed.

As

Gresham (1983b) summarized,
children who possess adequate levels of social skills
tend to demonstrate higher levels of academic perfor
ma n c e ,

are

viewed

sociometric

status,

by

teachers

as

enjoying higher

attend to classroom tasks more

frequently, ask more questions, and are better liked by
teachers than socially unskilled children,
In the realm of peer acceptance,
Todd,

and Hops

(following classroom rules)

receiving

addition,

Greenwood,

Walker,

(19 77) demonstrated a clear relationship

between behaving
quently

(p. 163)

Hartup,

positive
Glazer,

social

and subse

interaction.

and Charlesworth

(1967)

In
found

popular children more socially rewarding to their peers
than less popular ones.
ted

with

increased perceptions

acceptance,

of

friendliness,

and social participation

less, 1957).

Moore,

peer

(Marshall & McCand-

Conversely, peer rejection has been associa

ted with aggression
1967;

Social skills have been associa

1967)

(Dunnington,

1957;

Hartup et al.,

and the display of negative social

behavior (Kohn, 1977).
Social Skills;

Definitional Issues

Various definitions of social skills have been stated
and debated over the last four decades
1980).

(Michelson & Wood,

As early as 1942, Chittenden (1942) conceptualized

social

skills

in terms of assertiveness,

dominant assertion,
(nonassertion)

delineating

cooperative assertion, and submission

subtypes.

Included in his concept was the

idea of one child "influencing” another.
Numerous

definitions

of

social

proposed in the last few years.

skills

have been

Lowe and Cautela (1978)

moved researchers away from the concept that social skills
equal assertiveness pointing out that:
there are numerous social behaviors which do not fit
neatly under the rubic of

'assertiveness'

and many

writers have taken to use the more generic term 'social
skills'

instead (e.g., Bellack & Hersen, 1979; Libet &

Lewinsohn,

1973) .

Being appropriately assertive is

seen as just one component of an individual's social
performance, albeit a significant one. (p. 536)
Some of the most quoted definitions

included those of

Combs and Slaby (1977), Libet and Lewinsohn (1973), Foster
and Ritchey

(1979), and McFall

(1977) define social skills as
with others

(1982).

combs and Slaby

"the ability to interact

in a given social context in specific ways

that are societally acceptable or valued and at the same
ti m e

personally

beneficial,

mutually beneficial,

beneficial primarily to others"
Lewinsohn
define

(1973),

social

(p. 162).

or

Libet and

offering a more behavioral definition,

skills

as "the complex ability to emit

behaviors that are positively or negatively reinforced and
not to emit behaviors that are punished or extinguished by
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others”

(p. 3 04).

social

skills

situation,

Foster and Richey

as "those responses, which within a given

prove effective,

or in other words, maximize

the probability of producing,

maintaining,

positive effects for the interactor"
McFall

(1982)

(1979) have defined

or enhancing

(p. 626).

Finally,

has defined social skills as "the specific

abilities that enable a person to perform competently at
particular social tasks"

(p. 23) .

These definitions do provide a general idea of what
social

skills

might

encompass,

however,

the

lack

of

specificity in the definitions has been criticized by some
researchers

(Gresham,

1985;

Hersen and Bellack (1978)

Hersen and Bellack,

1978).

state that "rather than provid

ing a single global definition of social skill, we prefer
a situation-specific conception of social skills...deter
mination of effectiveness depends upon the context of the
i n t e r a c t i o n ... and the parameters of the specific situa
tion"

(p. 512).

Some researchers have further limited

their approach to social

skills

and provide only very

specific operational definitions of social skills which
may fit only one particular setting, population, response,
or social

interaction

Lesbock & Salzberg,
Wolpe,

1973).

(cf. cartledge

1978; Tower,

& Milburn,

Bryant,

& Argyle,

1978;
1978;

At this point there seems to be no gener

ally accepted definition of social skills with even no
concensus
limited

as to whether a global

definition

is warranted.

or a very specific,
In their

review

of
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issues

in children's

social skills, Michelson and Wood

(1980) concluded that there are at least seven elements or
components included in the current conceptualizations of
social skills:
1.

Specific,

discrete verbal and nonverbal response

components

determine

the

adequ a c y

of social

behavior;
2.

Behavioral

repertoires involved in interpersonal

situations are primarily learned response capabil
ities,
3.

(i.e., skills);

As the parameters of adequate social behavior vary
fr o m

situation

to situation

socially

skilled

behavior is situationally specific;
4.

Socially adept children behave in ways that are
both appropriate and effective;

5.

Social competency obtains maximized reinforcement
from the social environment;

6.

Social skills involve social interactions that
have been described as interdependent and recipro
cal in nature; and

7.

Deficits and excesses in social behavior that are
dysfunctional
fied,

for the individual can be identi

targeted,

and

remediated

by training,

(p. 251)
Gresham
children's

(1985)

analyzed the accumulated literature on

social skills and concluded that the defini

tions may be organized into one of three definitions:

(a)

the

peer

acceptance

definition or

(c)

definition,

this area primarily use

skills.

the behavioral

the social validity definition.

peer acceptance category

popularity

(b)

(e.g. peer

The

indicates that researchers in
indices of peer acceptance or

sociometrics)

to define

social

By this definition peer acceptance and/or peer

popularity

is equated to social

skills.

Alternately,

those who are socially rejected, poorly accepted by peers,
or are unpopular are said to be socially unskilled.

This

definition has been the underlying basic supposition of
the work of many of the prominent researchers in the area
of social skills
Tinsley,

& Hymel,

Rasmussen,

(Asher & Hymel,

Hallinan,

1980;

acceptance may be

Oden

1981; Ladd,

& Asher,

assessment techniques

&

1981; LaGreca &

1977).

Although peer

one component to be assessed

evaluation of a specific child,

in an

the globality of most

in this area does not aid in the

development of treatment programs for children.
of social

Singleton,

1979; Connolly, 1983; Gottman, Gonso,

1975;

Santogrossi,

1981; Asher,

Knowledge

status alone indicates little about the beha

viors which led to the peer acceptance or rejection.
The

second definitional category proposed by Gresham

(1985), the behavioral approach, defines social skills in
terms

of

increase

situation
the

specific

likelihood

responses

of positive

decrease the likelihood of punishment.

which

either

reinforcement

or

Researchers who

espouse this definitional approach are generally opposed

to the use of sociometric measures of peer acceptance as
part of the criteria for defining social skills.
& Hersen,
1979;
Cooke,
Baer,

1979;

Combs

Greenwood,

Todd,

& Apolloni,
1976).

advantage

Hops,

identified,

Foster & Ritchey,

& Walker,

1976; and Warren,

This definitional

1982;

Strain,

Rogers-Warren,

and

approach does have an

and consequences of social behaviors can be
target behaviors

designed.

exist.

As

selected,

Although the

approach may be applauded,
do

1977;

over the peer acceptance approach in that the

antecedents

programs

& Slaby,

(Bellack

Gresham

behaviors may be well

and

treatment

specificity

of this

problems with this approach

(1985)

notes,

specified,

even

though

operationalized,

the

etc.,

this does not guarantee that the social behaviors assessed
or targeted for intervention programs are indeed signifi
cant or socially important.

Increasing the frequency of

behaviors which may a priori be designated social skills
may not be related to the goals or values of that indivi
dual client's social milieu or society at large.
The social validity definition has only recently come
into use.

According to this definition, social skills are

those behaviors exhibited by children in a given situation
which predict
Researchers

important social

outcomes

for children.

adhering to this definition generally use

multimethod assessment including naturalistic observation,
sociometric indices, and ratings by significant others to
assess

and

define

social

skills.

This

definitional
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approach has the advantages of specifying specific deficit
behaviors
behaviors

and v a l i d a t i n g

the

significance

of these

in terms of their relationship to significant

social outcomes such as peer acceptance,
acceptance,

etc.

teacher/parent

The social validity approach also has

recently received empirical

support

(Green,

Forehand,

Beck, & Vosk, 1980; Gresham, 1981a, 1982a, 1983a; Kazdin &
Matson, 1981).
The social validity approach to defining social skills
has

the

advantage

of

being

a combination

approach,

gathering elements of the other approaches (Gresham, 1985)
and

encompassing

all

elements

presented by Michelson and Wood

contained
(1980) .

in the

list

This approach

also has the advantage of assaying skills in terms of
criterion-related,

predictive validity.

As such this

definition appears to be the most appropriate working
definition to be used in expanding the knowledge base of
children’s social skills.
Social Skills Problems
The concepts of social competency and social skills do
indeed present

a positive view of human behavior and

emphasize the strengths of individual behavior.
any assessment format,

however,

weaknesses are also identified.

As with

not only strengths but

Given the myriad of often

conflicting definitions of social skills, how can weak
nesses or problems in the area of social skills be best
conceptualized?

Although many of the previously discussed
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definitions

are quite useful

at the descriptive level,

they do not offer enough specificity to design and carry
out treatment programs. Gresham
social

(1985), building on the

learning theory concepts of Bandura

(1977) , has

categorized social skills problems or deficits into four
general types.

Gresham's conceptual model is basically a

bipolar duplex one which makes use of Bandura's distinc
tion between the acquisition and performance stages of
appropriately exhibiting the behavior.

The conceptuali

zation of social skill problems, which has been adapted
from Gresham (1985), is illustrated by Figure 1.

Acquisition Problem______ Performance Problem
Emotional
Arousal
Response*
Absent

Social Skills
Deficit

Social Skills
Performance Deficit

Emotional
Arousal
Response*
Present

Self-Control Skill
Deficit

Self Control
Performance Deficit

* E m o t i o n a l a r o u s a l responses include
anxiety, fear, anger, etc. which interfere
w i t h the a c q u i s i t i o n or performance of
social behaviors.
FIGURE 1
Conceptual classification system for children's social
skill problems.
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Basically, the proposed model distinguishes between social
behaviors in terms of whether or not emotional responses,
which

interfere

absent.

with

social

skills,

are present

or

Behaviors are then further subdivided in terms of

whether problems lie in the acquisition or performance
stage

of

a behavior.

Gresham

indicated that

"this

conceptualization is primarily speculative at this point"
(p. 13),

but there

is some empirical

support

for the

majority of the social skills problems described

(Camp,

Blom,

1977;

Herbert,

Gresham,

1981c; Meichenbaum,

Whitehill,
social

& Van Doormick,

& Bellack,

skill

1979).

deficit

1977;

Gottman,

1977; Van Hasselt,

Hersen,

In this conceptual model, a

is defined as the

inability to

adequately perform a social behavior due to not having
learned the behavior or one critical component of the
behavior.

A social performance deficit refers to learned

behaviors,

that is, behaviors that are in the child's

repertoire,

but

are not

acceptable level.

exhibited at an adequate

or

In Gresham's model emotional arousal

responses do not enter into either social skill deficits
or

social

performance

deficits.

Those

social

skill

problems which assumedly involve emotional arousal are
labeled self-control problems.

For Gresham a self-control

skill deficit is defined as the lack of acquisition of a
behavior

or one of its primary components due to the

"blocking

action"

anxiety, or anger).

of emotional

arousal

(e.g.,

fear,

Self-control performance deficits, on
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the other hand, are similar to social performance deficits
in that the behavior is in the child's repertoire, but it
is emotional arousal responses in this case which account
for the lack of an adequate level of performance.
also

proposes

treatment

Gresham

strategies which might prove

useful for each type of problem (the interested reader is
referred to Gresham, 1985, for further information on this
topic).
In reviewing the total model,
promise
deficits

and

the

seems

dichotomy

quite

it does appear to hold

of

sound.

skill vs.

The

performance

distinction between

problems which do not have interfering emotional arousal
responses vs. those which do is somewhat less clear.
utility

of the model,

however,

The

is as yet unknown and

awaits further empirical examination.
Social Skills and Handicapped Children
An increasing body of research indicates that almost
all exceptional children, regardless of their handicapping
conditions,

exhibit

social

handicaps.

Handicapped

children have been described as frequently exhibiting
maladaptive

social behavior and

interpersonal
1982).

relationships

Hallahan

lacking satisfactory

(Kneedler,

and Kauffman

(1978)

1982;

point

to

Strain,
social

adjustment problems as one of the major commonalities of
behaviorally disordered,
retarded children.

learning disabled,

and mildly

The effects of these interpersonal

behavior deficits and excesses have become more visible
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and more closely scrutinized since the advent of "mainstreaming” policies in school systems across the nation.
Handicapped

children's

social

interaction patterns,

peer acceptance, and acceptance by teachers all appear to
be areas of concern.
Social interaction patterns.

A majority of the studies

involving interaction between mainstreamed,
children

and

nonhandicapped

p eers

handicapped

show that

social

interaction between the two groups occurs at a low rate
and

th a t

the

interaction

negative in nature

which does

(Gresham,

of interaction vary.
(1976) , for example,

1982a) .

occur

is often

Quantitative rates

Bryan, Wheeler,

Felcan,

and Henck

have shown that learning disabled

children emit more competitive statements and receive
fewer consideration statements from their nonhandicapped
peers.

Similar interaction difficulties have been noted

in studies of preschool handicapped (Allen, Bennington, &
Drummond,

1972;

Weintraub,

& Michael,

1970;

1974),

Ray,

Gottlieb,
Semmel,

& Veldman,

Timm, 1977).
are deficient

1972;

1977;

1978),

(Shores,

Strain,

& Marshall,
Karnes,

mentally retarded

& Kauffman,

youngsters
1977;

B e r ry

Shores,

1978;

Feitelson,

Teska,

& Hodgins,

(Ballard,

Gottlieb,

1975;

Corman,

Gottlieb,

and behaviorally handicapped

Hester,
& Kerr,

& Strain,
1976;

1975;

Strain,

Strain,

Shores,

&

The research shows that handicapped children
in such social behaviors as cooperation,

positive peer interaction,

sharing,

and social conversa
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tional skills.
Social acceptance by peers.

Peer acceptance is perhaps

the most widely researched of all the areas related to
social

skills assessment.

A large body of research has

been accumulating since the 1930's concerning friendship
and popularity patterns of children of all ages.

within

the past several decades, research in the special area of
acceptance of handicapped children by nonhandicapped peers
has
area

increased.

The

(Baldwin,

handicapped

findings

1958;

students

nonhandicapped peers.

of early research in this

Johnson,
to be

1950)

less

showed mentally

accepted than

their

Based on interviews conducted with

the students who participated in his sociometric study,
Johnson

(1950)

suggested that rejection of the retarded

children was due not to their academic inadequacies but
rather

to

their

"misbehaving") .

p r o b l e m behavior
Later research,

(e.g.,

"fighting",

conducted by Gottlieb,

Semmel, and Veldman (1978) using better designed measures,
showed that the academic incompetence of mildly retarded
children

was

acceptance,

associated
whereas

with

their

level

of

social

their perceived misbehavior was

related to peer rejection.

The overall conclusion of this

and other research is that mentally retarded students are
le s s

well

accepted

nonhandicapped
Kaufman,

and more

peers

often

(Ballard,

1977; Bruininks, Rynders,

rejected by

Corman,

their

Gottlieb,

&

& Gross, 1974; Gottli

eb, 1975; Iano, Ayers, Heller, McGettigan, & Walker, 1974,

MacMillan & Morrison,
evidence

1980; Zigler, 1973).

that handicapped children

There is also

in self-contained

settings are better accepted by their peers than main
streamed handicapped children.

Goodman,

Gottlieb,

and

Harrison (1972), for example, found that mainstreamed EMR
children were chosen as friends less frequently than EMR
children who remained in self-contained special classes.
O t h e r researchers have also obtained similar

results

(Gottlieb & Budoff, 1973; Iano, Ayers, Heller, McGettigan,
& Walker, 1977).
The research findings on mentally retarded students
have

been

re p e a t e d

acceptance

in studies

addressing the

of learning disabled

(LD)

and emotionally

disturbed/behavior disordered (BD) children.
1976),

who

disabled

studied

children

the

peer

Bryan (1974,

popularity of

in e l e m e n t a r y

social

school,

learning

found that

learning disabled children were less well liked and were
more frequently described as unhappy, worried, or scared.
Scranton and Ryckman (1979) and Siperstein, Bopp, and Bak
(1978)

found equally dramatic differences in the levels of

acceptance and rejection of LD children when compared to
their normal peers
less well accepted).

(LD children being more rejected and
Other research has supported these

findings (Bryan, 1976, 1978; Bryan & Bryan, 1978; Bryan &
Wheeler,

1972;

LaGreca

& Mesibov,

1979).

Research

conducted with behavior disordered/emotionally disturbed
students

has

shown

similar

low

acceptance

and high
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rejection

levels

for this population

(Morgan,

1977;

Pekarik, Prinz, Liebert, Weintraub & Neale, 1976; Victor &
Halverson,
1978).

1976; Walker, 1970; Weintraub, Prinz, & Neale,

in general the research shows that, regardless of

handicapping condition, handicapped students are not well
liked by others, are not well accepted by their nonhandi
capped peers, and are not chosen as friends.
Teacher

acceptance.

The

available

literature on

teacher attitudes toward handicapped children in regular
classrooms
receptive

i n dicate

that teachers

to m a i n s t r e a m i n g ,

have

generally

are not

negative views

of

handicapped children, and act in such ways as to minimize
the achievements of low expectation students
classrooms
1983) .

(Baker & Gottlieb,

Research on teachers'

1980;

Hersh

in their

& Walker,

expectations of children's

academic performance clearly shows that teachers form
differential

expectations

(Brophy & Evertson,

1981;

in instructional interactions
Brophy & Good,

1970,

1974).

Students who are perceived by teachers to be more compe
tent receive more teacher attention
Barrett,

(Rothbart, Dalfen,

&

1971) , are given more opportunities to respond

(Brophy & Good, 1970), are praised more (Rubovits & Maehr,
1971),

and are given more verbal cues

(Blakely,

1971).

The implications of these findings are that handicapped
children, due to their lowered levels of competence, will
not fare well
indicate,

in regular classes.

however,

Survey research does

that regular class teachers respond
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more positively to academic needs of handicapped children
than

to

the children's

deficits

non-academic,

(MacMillan, Jones,

Sarason & Doris, 1978).

& Meyers,

social

behavior

1976? Safer,

1980;

These negative attitudes point to

the need to assess teachers' views on specific problems
exhibited by specific students in their classrooms.
additional

An

issue in the area of teacher attitudes and

perceptions is the possibility that teachers may be found
to

influence p e e r s ' perceptions of handicapped students

(Gottlieb,
be

the

Semmel,

case,

& Veldman, 1978).

then

modifying

If this is found to

handicapped

children's

social skills deficits and concomitant teacher perceptions
of that child may have a greater impact on peer acceptance
than has previously been thought.

Assessment Strategies
Consistent with other issues
skills,

various

types

in the area of social

of assessment

instruments

and

strategies have been developed in accordance with the
varied definitions of social skills (see Hops & Greenwood,
1980? Kent & Foster,

1979; Michelson,

1981; Van Hasselt et al., 1979).
the

Foster,

& Ritchey,

According to Cone (1977)

"procedures used by all assessors,

behavioral and

nonbehavioral alike can be ordered along a continuum of
directness

indicating

observed

are

clinical

interest"

the extent to which

one-to-one matches
(p. 412).

of those

The direct

responses
of primary
end

of the

continuum assesses the more motoric,

observable response

systems through behavioral observation techniques which
involve actual observation of defined social behaviors in
a natural or simulated setting.
continuum

is

represented

by

The indirect end of the
self-report

techniques

which rely on verbal representations of behaviors using
the child's rating, evaluation,
her own social behavior.
continuum,

or description of his or

Between the end points on the

lie informant reports obtained from peers,

teachers, and parents who evaluate, describe, or rate the
child's social performance.
and nominations

Additionally, peer rankings

(sociometric techniques)

cluster in the

category of informant reports.
Social skills assessment methods may also be classified
into either selection/diagnosis or intervention/therapy
instruments

(Gresham & Elliott,

1984).

This classifica

tion system is based on the purpose or use of the informa
tion obtained from the method.

This method of classifying

social skills assessment instruments is perhaps the most
useful one for the practitioner and researcher alike.
Following this model,

selection/diagnostic methods yield

information that is useful for determining the existence
of

social

skills problems while

intervention/therapy

methods are useful for planning and evaluating interven
tions.

S o c i o m e t r i c s,

self-reports,

behavioral

role

play/analogs, and ratings by others are all classified as
selection/diagnostic methods.

Behavioral interviews and

naturalistic observations are classified as intervention/therapy methods.
the

For purposes of convenience and due to

fact that most empirical

investigations generally

employ only one of the methods,

each of the assessment

strategies will be discussed separately.
to those discussions,

however,

Before turning

it is important to note

that no one of these separate techniques can meet all
the requirements of being a complete evaluation of the
social skills of a given child.

As such many researchers

have begun to recommend the use of several different
methods of social
(Green, Forehand,

skills assessment for a given child
Beck,

& Vosk,

1980; Gresham & Elliott,

1984) .
Multifactored/Comprehensive Assessment
The

use

of

several

different methods

to assess

a

child's social behavior has become known as comprehensive
(Michelson et al.,
(Gresham 1981b,
1984).

1983)

1982d,

or multifactored assessment

1983b,

1985; Gresham & Elliott,

This type of assessment emphasizes the importance

of assessing children's social skills from the perspective
of peers,
measures

teachers,

the child and objective behavioral

(Green et al., 1980).

The model is based on the

pioneering work of Campbell and Fisk (1959) who provided a
conceptualization of test validation based on convergence
and divergence of data obtained from a multitrait-multimethod

(MTMM)

assessment.

Convergence is demonstrated

when the findings of two differing and independent methods
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are

in relative agreement while divergence

(or discrimi

nant validity) is demonstrated when similar methods result
in the delineation of two or more different traits.
The MTMM approach has yet to receive widespread use in
the research of social skills.
available.
divergent
methods

Two studies are, however,

In an investigation of the convergent and
validity

(teacher,

of

five

parent,

social

peer,

and

skills

assessment

self-ratings

and

behavioral role play) Gresham, Bruce, Veitia, and Lethermon (1984) found that each assessment method accounted for
approximately equal amounts of variance across response
classes.

Response

positive interaction,
assertion.

cla s s e s

assessed were

initiating

receiving positive interaction,

and

Findings strongly suggest the need for a MTMM

approach to social skills assessment.
MacMillian, Morrison,
a MTMM approach

and Silverstein (1980) also used

in an investigation of the convergent

validity of teacher and peer rating scales.
Guess

Who?

Scale,

th e

researchers

Using the

found a moderate

agreement between the two types of ratings of the three
traits (r = .44 to .65).

This study also demonstrates the

utility of this approach..
Additional multimethod-multitrait research is warranted
and appears to be a necessary component of advancement in
social skills assessment techniques.
Intervention/Therapy Methods
Behavioral interviews.

Although behavioral interviews

are used infrequently in the assessment of children's
social skills
in this

1983b,

area w a r r a n t s

interviews
extremely
terms,

(Gresham,

1985), their possible use

further

research.

Behavioral

(as outlined by Bergan and colleagues)
useful

in defining behaviors

identifying

the

consequent conditions

antecedent,

are

in observable

sequential,

and

surrounding target behaviors,

and

designing observational codes/systems to measure target
behaviors
Haynes

(Bergan,

& Jensen,

1977;

Bergan & Tombari,

1979; Tombari & Bergan,

1975,

1978).

these qualities and the mounting empirical

1976;
Given

support of

reliability and validity (Gresham, 1983b, 1985) use of the
behavioral interview as an assessment tool for children's
social skills should be explored.
Naturalistic
observation

observation.

This direct,

and rating of a child's

"in vivo"

social behaviors

within the real life setting is one of the most frequently
used methods seen in the literature on children's social
skills.

Observations of school age children are generally

carried out in the classroom,
playground.
settings.

the lunchroom or on the

Direct observation has also been used in home
Behavioral

observation in general

involves

specifying and operationalizing behaviors to be observed
(the target behaviors), selecting the response characte
ristic or measurement technique
etc.),
system.

(frequency,

duration,

and developing an appropriate coding or tracking
A review of the social skills research indicates

that target behaviors are myriad and are very situation
specific

(and often researcher specific).

Occasionally,

target behaviors selected are based on informal preassess
ment

observations

but

for

the

large part

appear to

be selected based on a priori decisions of the individual
researchers.

The response

characteristic most

assessed is that of frequency,

expressed in the form of

rate of interactions per minute
in t e r m s
engaged

of

percentage

However,

there

(Walker & Hops,

of time

in social behavior

(Hops

spent

1973) or

interacting or

& Greenwood,

1979).

is great variation in behaviors observed

and in the complexity of coding systems
al., 1979).

often

(Van Hasselt et

Furthermore, behavioral observation has been

used for assessing children at various developmental age
levels

(Greenwood et al.,

Mueller & Vandell,

1977; Meighan & Birr,

1979;

1976; O'Connor, 1969) and as selection

and outcome measures in social skills training programs
(Gresham, 1981a; Michelson & Wood, 1980).
Behavioral

observation has been used to assess such

behaviors as social withdrawal
et al.,

(Allen et al., 1964; Buell

1968; Evers & Schwarz, 1973; and Geller & Scheir-

er, 1978).

Buell et al. (1968) for example, operationally

defined social withdrawal in terms of proximity to others,
play

with

peers.

others,

and

interactions with teachers

or

The behaviors were observed using a 10-second

interval time-sampling procedure.

similar observational

systems also have been used to assess sharing (Rogers-War-
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ren & Baer,

1976; Warren, Rogers-Warren,

& Baer,

1976),

altruism (Bryan, 1971; Harris, 1970, 1971; Masters, 1971),
aggressive behavior

(Forehand & King,

1977; Patterson,

1972), disruptive behavior (Iwata & Bailey, 1974; Madsen,
Becker,

& Thomas,

tion/verbal
Forehand,
Maloney,
1976),

i n t e r a c tions

1977;
Harper,

and

1968; Ward & Baker,

Kifer,

skills

Lewis,

Braukmann,

ini t i a t i ng

(Arnold,

Green,

Fixen,

1968),

communica
Stargis,

& Phillips,
Phillips,

and receiving positive

&

1974;

& Wolf,
social

interactions (Gresham, 1981c; 1982b).
Behavioral observation coding systems have varied both
in terms of the complexity of the system and in terms of
the dimension of qualitative vs. quantitative aspects of
behavior.

Strain et al. (1977) and Strain (1977) employed

a distinctive

observational

person interactions.

system for assessing

two

The system involved two general

classes of behavior, motor-gestural and vocal-verbal.

The

code also contained a rating of positive or negative
topographical

features of the response.

Thus the code

assessed the frequency and quality of a child's verbal and
nonverbal social behaviors.
Wahler

(1975)

and Durlak and Mannarino

developed extensive

and elaborate systems

social behaviors of children.

(1977)

have

for coding

One system contained 19

different response categories encompassing five classes of
behaviors;

autistic,

work, play, compliance,

and social

behavior.

The coding system was designed primarily for
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classrooms but the possibility of use in home and labora
tory settings has been suggested (Michelson & Wood, 1980).
Naturalistic

observations used both as selection and

outcome measures have several distinct advantages when
used as an assessment method in social skills.
the

observations

settings where

take

place

the behavior

in

the

occurs,

One, since

actual physical
this

method most

accurately reflects the child's actual day-to-day behavi
or.

Thus, this assessment method is perhaps the most face

valid.

When used

in a repeated-measures

design,

this

technique allows for the monitoring of daily variability.
Naturalistic observation also provides for the possibility
of identifying the antecedents

and consequences of the

behavior and thus can assist in determining relationships
between behavior and the environment.
There are distinct disadvantages and methodological
issues

regarding

assessment

of

the use

social

of naturalistic

skills.

Methodological

include expectancy bias among observers
19 77) , observer reactivity

observation

(Romanczyr,

issues

(Kent & Foster,
Kent,

Diament,

&

O'Leary, 1973), consensual "drift" (O'Leary & Kent, 1973),
degrees of system complexity
knowledge

of reliability

O'Leary,

& Cheiken,

Ritchey

(1979)

assessment

1977).

provide

(Mash & McElwee,

Cone

detailed

(Kent,

(1977)

1974)

and

Kanowitz,

and Foster and

discussions

on the

reliability and/or validity of observational assessment.
They conclude that adequate methods for minimizing such
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potential problems as inflated reliability estimates and
observer

drift

are

available,

however,

concerns

are

expressed regarding the apparent lack of attention to
social validity

issues by the users

of observational

assessment.
Another problem with observational data concerns the
social validity of the target behaviors.
precise,

Very detailed,

and otherwise well-designed codes may exist but

be of little real use if the targeted behaviors are not
related to socially important outcomes (e.g., teacher and
peer acceptance).

Using such codes as preintervention and

postintervention assessment devices may result in increas
ed rate of targeted behaviors, however,

these changes in

behavioral rates may not be indicative of significant
changes in social skills.

Behavioral observation often is

criticized on the grounds that the method offers a too
narrow conceptualization of social skills and that the
behaviors

observed do not reflect the most

aspects of social behavior

important

(Asher, Singleton, Tinsley,

&

Hymel, 1979? Gresham, 1981a; Gottman, 1977).
Practical issues also can preclude the use of natura
listic observation.

These issues include such problems as

training time for observers to achieve an acceptable level
of

interobserver reliability.

Obtaining an adequate

number of observations across situations,

settings,

and

time may prove impractical and too time costly for field
personnel

such as school psychologists.

For all their
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face validity,

it seems that sufficient problems with

naturalistic observation exist so as to contraindicate its
use as the sole assessment strategy for social skills.
Selection/Diagnostic Methods
Sociometrics.

Sociometric measures, which were origi

nally developed by Moreno (1934), have been used extensiv
ely in social psychology and developmental psychology
research.
as s e s s

Only recently, however, have they been used to

children's

social

skills

(Beck et al.,

Drabman et al., 1974; Whitehall et al., 1979).

1978;

Two basic

types of sociometric procedures are currently in use:
peer nominations and

(b) peer ratings.

(a)

Each procedure

measures different aspects of sociometric status (Gresham,
1981a; Hymel, & Asher, 1977).
The

peer nomination technique

is commonly used

studies of chi l d r e n ’s peer relationships
al.,

1983).

The

procedure

in

(Michelson et

involves having children

nominate or choose a preselected number of peers on some
specified criteria or dimension (e.g. best friend, seating
companions,
partners,
positive

physical attributes,

etc.).

play companions, work

Peer nominations have

("classmates liked")

and negative

not liked") criteria (Hymel & Asher, 1977).
used peer nominations has

included both
("classmates
Research that

indicated that positive and

negative nominations are measuring very different dimen
sions

(Asher, Oden, & Gottman, 1977; Asher & Hymel, 1981;

Asher, Singleton, Tinsley, & Hymel, 1979; Ballard, Carman,
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Gottlieb,
1979).

& Kaufman,

1977; Gresham,

1985; Hartup,

1970,

It appears that positive peer nominations measure

group acceptance,
rejection.

whereas,

negative nominations measure

Rather weak correlations between positive and

negative nominations have been found suggesting that the
assessment techniques are measuring two distinct dimen
sions of sociometric status.
there

is

recent

evidence

In the broad sense, however,
(Gresham,

1981a;

1982d)

to

suggest that peer nomination techniques measure a child’s
friendship

status

or popularity

rather than

overall

acceptance in the peer group.
Sociometric techniques have the advantage of being
inherently related to social validity.
collected

from important members of the child's social

environment.
child's

Judgments are

These peers are the direct recipients of a

social behavior and therefore are in an optimal

position to judge how a given child performs.

If positive

changes in sociometric status could be demonstrated after
social
ments

skills training,

the social importance and judg

regarding the effectiveness of the

intervention

would be greatly enhanced.
Another advantage of sociometrics is their demonstrated
relationship with later problems.
sociometric status
Hasazi,

1977)

and delinquency

(Kohn,

1977; Roff &

and adult psychiatric referrals

Pederson, Babigian, Izzo,
has been found.

A relationship between

& Fronst,

(cowen,

1973) ; Stengel, 1971)

Sociometric measures have also been shown
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to correlate moderately with other measures

of social

competency (Feldhusen, Thurston, & Bennington, 1970, 1973;
Greenwood, Walker, Todd, & Hops, 1977, 1982).

Sociometric

status has also been shown to predict school adjustment
(Gronlund
(Ullman,

& Anderson,

1963),

dropping

out of

school

1957) , and vulnerability to psychopathology in

childhood (Weintraub, Prinz, & Nagel, 1978).
Sociometrics also have distinct limitations and disad
vantages.-

One problem with sociometrics is their lack of

demonstrated reliability with young children.
and

"likeability"

Friendship

patterns may vary from day to day in

very young populations.

A second problem with sociomet

rics is that they are time consuming to administer.

This

limits not only their use as preintervention and postin
tervention measures but also prohibits

their use in a

repeated-measures fashion.

sociometrics do

Additionally,

not generally provide sufficient
specific behavioral

information to define

deficits or excesses and thus have

limited utility in the selection of target behaviors for
intervention.

Finally,

sociometrics often lack social

acceptability.

School personnel often do not wish to use

the measures due to possible negative repercussions of
children discussing their ratings with one another.
with

these

popular

drawbacks,

and useful

social validity.

sociometrics

technique

Even

continue to be

a

due to their high level

They are not recommended, however,

for

use as a sole assessment strategy, but as a component of a
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multimethod

procedure

(e.g.,

along

with behavioral

observations and interviews and teacher rating scales).
Self-report measures.
of social
niques.

skill

The most indirect and subjective

assessment method are self-report tech

Although self-report methods may be used with

individual children, they often are administered in group
settings (Michelson & Wood, 1980).

Self-report assessment

devices usually require the child to respond to a number
of social

situations in a paper-and-pencil format.

first self-report
social

The

inventories used to assess children's

skills generally were modified versions of adult

scales whose primary focus was assertive behavior.
Rathus Assertiveness Scale

(Rathus,

was modified

elementary

for use with

The

1973) , for example,
school

children

(D'Amico, 1976) and with junior high school students (Vaal
& McCullogh,

1975).

A review of the literature indicates

that these modified scales iaave not been validated and
have enjoyed little usage (Wood et al., 1978).
Recently,
specific

use

several
with

scales

have been developed

children.

Assertiveness

appears,

however, to have continued to be the primary focus.
such scale
(CABS)

for

One

is the Children's Assertive Behavior Scale

developed by Wood et al.,

(1978).

The scale is a

27-item inventory which is purported to generate separate
factor scores for passive or aggressive behavior and thus
provide information as to whether a child is deficient in
assertive

responses

due to

either

factor.

Research

indicates

the

scale

skills training)
1980).

differentiates

from control groups

Children

identified

as

treatment

(social

(Michelson & Wood,

unassertive

(versus

assertive) on the CABS also were rated by peers, teachers,
and parents as being deficient in social skills
son, Andrasik, Vincelic,

& Coleman,

1981).

(Michel

The psychome

tric properties of the instrument appear to be adequate
(Michelson & Wood,

1980).

Examples of other self-report

inventories are the Self-Report Assertiveness Test for
Boys

(SRAT-B)

and Foley

developed by Reardon,

(1979)

Hersen,

Bellack,

to measure assertive behavior in male

children and the Children's Action Tendency Scale

(CATS)

developed by Deluty

asser

(1979) to assess aggression,

tion, and subraissiveness.
Self-report inventories have the advantage in the ease
with which they may be used in group applications.
also may possess the potential

They

of identifying specific

behaviors in which the child perceives himself/herself to
be deficient and may be useful in developing and designing
training approaches.
Numerous disadvantages of self-report techniques also
are

apparent.

measures,

One

problem,

inherent

in self-report

concerns the accuracy of the individual's view

of his/her own behavior.

Children,

in particular,

may

answer in a way that indicates more about how they would
like

to behave

rather than how they actually behave.

Variables such as the child's compliance, wish to please
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the examiner,

response set,

and test anxiety also are

problematic.

There is little data at this point which

demonstrates the external validity of self-report instru
ments

(Michelson et al.,

1983).

Given these problems,

there has been limited development and use of self-report
measures by those committed to the behavioral assessment
of social skills.
Behavioral

role

plav/analocues.

This variant

of

behavioral observation makes use of direct observation of
a child's behavior but in a structured,
ti o n

rather

th a n

in the

simulated situa

naturalistic

settings.

In

behavioral role play, situations are presented to subjects
through videotapes, narrators, or a live model.

A prompt

is then delivered by a confederate to elicit the subject's
response.

Finally, the child's response is evaluated on

the basis of various verbal and nonverbal components to
assess the level of social skill.

Analogue assessments

appear to be particularly useful in assessing a child's
responses

to

wh a t

situations

(e.g.,

might

other w i s e be

low frequency

"responding to criticism from peers").

They also make it possible to assess a large number of
situations and behaviors in a relatively short time span.
Observations in contrived or analogue situations also can
be standardized in order to evaluate each social skill
content area consistently.
The primary standardized assessments of the role play,
analogue type are those developed from the work of Eisler,

Hersen,

Miller,

and Blanchard

assessment of assertiveness

(1975)

in adults.

Assertiveness Test for Children
Bornstein,

Bellack,

assessment

as their base.

in the area of the

and Hersen
The

The Behavioral

(BAT-C) was developed by
(1977)

using this adult

BAT-C contains

scenes

designed to simulate typical interpersonal situations of
children.

Reardon,

Hersen,

developed a similar test,
Test

for

Boys

(BAT-B)

Bellack,

and Foley

(1979)

The Behavioral Assertiveness

which

was

designed to

assess

positive and negative assertion in young males.
exemplary

of

Behavioral

Scenario

and Flynn

analogue

assessment

is the

(CBS) developed by Wood,

(197 8) to assess

Also

Children's
Michelson,

assertiveness and nonasser

tiveness .
Role play or analogue assessments have the advantages
of

(a)

which

being flexible in terms of types of situations
can be

places,

assessed,

(b)

control

and environments presented

assessed,

over the persons,
to

subjects

and (c) accuracy in monitoring and measuring of

even the smallest components of social behavior.
(1979)

being

Bellack

points out several distinct limitations in the use

of role play tests.

The major disadvantage noted is the

problem with external validity due to the obvious diffe
rences

between

interactions

role play test

situations

in the natural setting.

and

social

The position that

role play tests are limited in terms of their relationship
to behaviors in the natural environment has gained support

from the findings of Bellack, Hersen, and Lamparski (1979)
and Bellack,

Hersen,

and Turner

assessments with adults.

(1978) using role play

Little correspondence was found

between a role play test and a naturalistic interaction
using identical situations to prompt the same specific
social skills components.
also

exist

Another

in their restriction of rate of response.

important

procedures used,
(Cummins,

Problems with role play tests

issue

concerns

the

of the

especially when children are involved

1978) .

Since analogue situations may involve

varying degrees of deception and stress,
lines

ethics

for their use need to be developed.

the data reviewed,

ethical guide
Based on all

analogue assessment of social skills

can not be recommended as a sole measure of social skills.
Ratings by others.

Ratings and reports of children's

social skills by teachers, parents, peers, and others who
spend time with the child may provide useful information
about that child's social skills.

Ratings by others could

be useful in selecting children and target behaviors for
training programs as well as providing a basis for judging
treatment effects.
tency,

As McFall (1982) defines social compe

an evaluative judgment referring to the overall

quality of a person's performance of a particular task,
these methods should be especially useful as they indeed
attempt to tap the judgments of others.
Informant reports include a number of differing types
of approaches.

Teacher reports in the form of checklists
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and rating scales as well as data from behavioral inter
views would be included in this category.
category

Also in this

would be techniques which use peers

"informants."

as the

Each of these approaches has advantages

which recommend its use but also disadvantages which limit
their utility.
Peer ratings are one type of informant report that have
been

us e d

to

sociometrics,

assess

children's

social

skills.

Like

the technique makes use of peers' percep

tions and ratings of members of the peer group, but unlike
sociometrics,
ed.

ratings of specific behaviors are solicit

With peer rating scales, children rate each classmate

according to a specified criterion
work partner,
Likert-type
1977) .

etc.),

scale

(e.g., play partner,

usually on a 5-point or 7-point

(Asher & Hymel,

1981;

Oden & Asher,

The Guess Who Scale is perhaps the most widely

used peer rating scale (Asher & Hymel, 1981).

Variations

of this technique have been demonstrated to be reliable
and

valid

indicators

(Gottlieb et al.,

of

children's

social behavior

1978; MacMilliam & Morrison,

Peer ratings share the advantage of

1980).

"built-in" social

validity with other sociometric techniques previously
discussed.

They also have the additional advantages of

providing an indication of the feelings of each child in
the group and they tend to be more reliable than nomina
tion sociometrics (Gresham, 1981).
Peer rating techniques have disadvantages as well.
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Problems with this type of scale include the effects of
reactivity if used on a regular basis,
ratings

and changes in

due to maturation regression and

interactive

effects (Gresham, 1981).
Traditionally,

teacher's

evaluations

of children's

classroom social and academic behaviors have provided one
of the primary bases of referrals to assessment teams for
evaluation and/or treatment
197 6) .

(Strain,

Cooke,

& Apolloni,

Although some controversy still exists regarding

the external validity and accuracy of teacher ratings,
recent

data

accurate
1977).

indicate that these ratings

than

previously

thought

may be more

(Greenwood et al. ,

Teachers have been shown to be capable of making

accurate judgments of the achievement levels of their
students and these judgments are not overly influenced by
pupil gender
tionally,
(1983)

(Hoge & Batcher,

1984; Hoge,

1983).

in a review of teacher-judgment measures,

Addi
Hoge

found that this type of measure can discriminate

among clinical and educational groupings
majority

of

the m e a s u r e s

of reliability.

displayed

Bolstad and Johnson

and that the

adequate levels
(1977)

also found

that when teachers were asked to select students on the
dimension of "best-behaved” to "least-well-behaved” there
was a high correspondence between teacher ratings and
naturalistic behavioral observation data.

Other data

indicated a high degree of concordance between teacher
ratings and naturalistic observation of socially withdrawn
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students (Greenwood, Walker, Todd, & Hops, 1977}.
Particularly within the last decade, a wide variety of
standardized

and

n onstandardized measures

b e h a v i o r have been

developed.

of social

The methods vary

from

simply asking the teacher to select socially withdrawn
children in their class (Evers & Schwarz,

1973) to having

teachers complete comprehensive rating scales such as the
13 6-item Social Behavior Assessment
Stephens

(1978,

1979,

1980).

(SBA)

Numerous

developed by

other

studies

involved differing forms of behavior checklists on which
teachers

rated

students

on the

extent

to which they

exhibited various appropriate and inappropriate behaviors
(Cowen et al.,

1973,* Greenwood et al., 1976; Feldhusen et

al., 1970, 1973; Walker, 1970).

Teacher rating scales for

assessing children's social behavior include the AML for
preschoolers (Cowen, Dorr, Clarfield, Kreling, McWilliams,
Pokracki,
Scale
1978),

Pratt,

Terrell,

- Teacher Version

& Wilson,
(Gottlieb,

and The Walker Social

1973),

the Guess Who

Semmel,

& Veldman,

Skills Curriculum Rating

Scale (Walker, McConnell, Holmes, Todis, Walker, & Golden,
1983).
social

Comprehensive

listings

of scales for measuring

competency among children and adolescents include

"Measures of Social Skills"
Friedman's

(1978)

(Henrigues, 1977) and Rie and

"Survey of Behavior Rating Scales for

Children."
According to Michelson and Wood
the most widely used

(1980,

1983)

one of

standardized measures of

social
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functioning
Checklist

is the Walker Problem Behavior

(WPBIC;

Walker,

1970).

The WPBIC provides a

total score and five subtest scores in:
(b) Withdrawal,

(c) Distractibility,

Relations, and (e) Immaturity.

Inventory

(a) Acting Out,

(d) Disturbed Peer

Walker (1970) demonstrated

that the WPBIC does possess some degree of discriminant or
predictive

validity

in that

the scale was

shown to

discriminate between groups of identified behavior problem
children and "normal" nonproblem children.
however,

More research,

is needed on the external or social validity of

the scale.
Another scale that has been widely used with parents
and teachers which includes a number of items seemingly
related to social behavior is the Peterson-Quay Behavior
Problem Checklist
checklist

(BPC;

contains

55

Quay

& Peterson,

items

r anging

1967).

The

from discrete,

observable behaviors such as "fighting" to others which
are nonoperationally defined "traits" such as "feelings of
inferiority."

Although there

is considerable evidence

supporting the validity of the BPC
Balow,

1966;

Bower,

1969; Quay,

(Algozzine,

1.9 1 9 ) , the

1977;

"broad-band"

categories derived tell us little about specific problem
behavior.
One

of

the

most

comprehensive

of the

currently

available teacher rating scales of social skills is the
Social Behavior Assessment
(1978,

1979,

1980).

(SBA)

developed by Stephens

The SBA consists of 136 items which

require

the teacher

to rate

the degree

to which

the

individual student being rated exhibits the social skills
assessed.

Each of the items is rated as to whether the

rater has had no opportunity to see that behavior, whether
the behavior

is

exhibited

"at

acceptable

level,"

whether the behavior is "never exhibited but
able to perform it."
subcategories

(e.g.,

"Lunchroom,"

"Organized

(b) Interpersonal Behaviors,

Behaviors,

is

and

Play,"

These subcategories in turn are

ordered under four broad-band categories:

related

[child]

The 136 items are arranged under 30

and "On Task Behavior").

tal Behaviors,

and

(d)

(a) Environmen
(c) Self

Task-related

Behaviors.

Stephens (1980) has shown the SBA to have adequate content
validity, appropriate levels of interrater reliability
=

.76 to

(r

.97), and moderate to high test-retest reliabi

lities (£ - .89).
SBA, Stumme,

In a factor analytic examination of the

Gresham,

and Scott

(1982)

found that the 30

SBA categories correctly classified 83% of the subjects
into emotionally disturbed and nondisturbed categories.
These

researchers also extracted six relatively indepen

dent dimensions of classroom behavior which cut across the
four domains constructed by Stephens.
labeled Academic Responsibility.

Of the six factors,

Social Responsibility,

Cooperation. Compliance, Adaptive Behavior and Participa
tion. the first two factors accounted for over half of the
explained variance.

The Academic Responsibility factor

included

such

behaviors

as

attending,

on-task,

and
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completing classroom assignments.
lity

factor

quietly,

included

The Social Responsibi

following class

rules,

working

and moving quietly without disturbing others.

Current evidence suggests that the SBA may be useful for
both selection and classification of children for social
skills training.

However,

further research is needed to

establish the reliability and validity of the instrument.
A major disadvantage of the SBA is the amount of time
required to complete the scale.

Teachers must rate each

of the 136 items on a 4-point scale.

This makes the SBA

overly time-consuming to be used in applied settings on a
routine basis.
A promising and interesting variant of teacher rating
scales

is the SBS Inventory of Teacher Social Behavior

Standards and Expectations developed by Walker and Rankin
(1982).

The

assessment

is

reported

of p o t e n t i a l

administered
regular

scale

mainstream

prior to placement

c l a s sroom.

to be an ecological

A corollary

settings

and is

of the child

into a

instrument,

the

SBS

Checklist of Correlates of Child Handicapping Conditions,
also was developed.

The SBS

instrument

to measure teachers'

designed

standards and expectations

Inventory

behavioral

in relation to adaptive and

maladaptive classes of social behavior.
consists of 24 items,

is a 107-item

The SBS checklist

which according to the authors,

lists conditions or characteristics often associated with
handicapped children (e.g., "is eneuretic," "has deficient
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self-help

skills").

Data on these scales

(Walker

&

Rankin, 1982) indicates that the psychometric characteris
tics of the

instrument appear to be adequate but the

instrument has received research attention to this date.
Additional data is needed on the precision of the instru
ments in selecting appropriate mainstream settings and in
generating reliable predictive information on the behavior
ecology of selected settings.
requires

The "correlates" checklist

further refinement and research to demonstrate

its usefulness.
The Teacher Ratings of Social Skills
recent

and m o s t

teacher

rating

(Tross)

A

promising addition to the available
scales of social

skills

is the newly

developed Teacher Ratings of Social Skills (Tross; Gresham
& Elliott,

1984).

The

50-item

instrument

requires

teachers to rate each of the behaviorally specified social
skills on a Frequency Dimension and an Importance Dimen
sion.

The frequency dimension calls for the teacher to

indicate if the item is "not true" of the student (a rank
of "0"),

"somewhat or sometimes true"

"very true or often true"
Dimension

asks

teachers

(a rank of 1), or

(a rank of 2) .
to

The Importance

rate the behavior as to

whether it is "critical for success in my classroom"

(a

rating of 2),

(a

"important for success in my classroom"

rating of 1), or "unimportant for success in my classroom"
(a rating of 0) .
Frequency

The higher the score obtained on the

Dimension,

the more

socially

skilled that
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student

is

considered.

The higher the score on the

Importance Dimension, the more important those behaviors
are perceived to be by the rater.
The TROSS was constructed using the empirical social
skills assessment literature and includes

items which

encompass other social skills rating scales, target skills
taught

in

studies,

empirically

based

social

skills training

and social behaviors which have been shown to

predict peer acceptance and/or peer popularity.
analyses

of the scale have resulted

in a four-factor

solution with the factors being labeled:
Performance,

(b) Social Initiation,

(d) Peer Reinforcement.

Factor

(a) Academic

(c) Cooperation,

and

Scores may be obtained for each

factor and for the total scale.
Preliminary

evidence

indi c a t e s

possesses adequate construct validity
Elliott, 1985).

that

the

TROSS

(Clark, Gresham,

&

Convergent validity has been demonstrated

through a correlational analysis of the TROSS and the TRAP
(Teacher R a t i n g
1979).

of Academic performance)

(Reschley,

Obtained correlations between the 5-item TRAP and

the TROSS ranged from .61 to .65 with a mean of .63.
Divergent

validity

has

been

demonstrated

by a

comparison to the Walker Problem Identification Check
list.

The

obtained

correlations between the walker

factors and totals and the TROSS factors and totals were
all negative in direction and were all significant at the
.01 level,

with the exception of the Walker Immaturity
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factor

which

was

significant

at the

.05 level

(See

Appendix A for a complete listing of obtained correlations
and significance levels).

Although the sample size in the

only available empirical evaluation of the scale was small
(N = 26), findings do suggest that the TROSS is relatively
free of rater, ratee, and sex biases.
The TROSS has several advantages over other instru
ments presently available to assess children's
skills.

First,

social

the scale, while demonstrating adequate

reliability and validity,

is practical and highly manage

able in terms of length.

This should prove appealing to

teachers who are asked to complete the scale.

Secondly,

the categories of skills were derived factor analytically
and fit together logically as well.

The inclusion of the

Importance Dimension provides an easily available estimate
of social validity of the assessment and provides impor
tant additional clues to the selection of appropriate
target behaviors
tion.

for observation and possible interven

The Importance Dimension data obtained from future

research should prove an invaluable addition to investiga
tions of the correlates of social competence.
Two projects reportedly underway (Clark et al. 1985)
investigating the stability and interrater reliability of
the TROSS as well as its relationship to other criterion
measures (e.g., sociometrics, observation, etc.)
should provide additional support for use of the scale.
Finally, landmark normative research is in process on
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a national representative sample of children in kindergar
ten through 12th grades.

The results will represent the

first norm-referenced instrument for children's social
skills.
Teacher rating scales, in general, have the practical
advantage of being easily administered and are therefore a
time economic assessment technique, a pressing concern of
many school psychologists working in the field.

Addition

ally, teacher reports also have "built-in" social validi
ty.

The persons

(teachers)

rating the child are "consu

mers" of the child's social behaviors and are indeed one
of the primary judges of the child's social competency
within the school setting.

Since one of the goals of

social skills training should be to improve the child's
behavior in the judgment of significant others in the
environment, it seems both very logical and appropriate to
obtain

ratings

from

the teacher.

Furthermore,

some

evidence exists that teachers -are fairly good predictors
of peer acceptance and rejection
Veldman,

1978; LaGreca,

1981).

(Gottlieb,

Semmel,

&

Obtaining teacher ratings

as opposed to peer ratings, have the additional advantage
of protecting student confidentiality.

Teacher rating

scales also are useful for targeting specific behaviors
for observation and for discovering potential behavioral
correlates of social acceptance and rejection (competence
correlates)

and to aid in both diagnostic and placement

decisions regarding handicapped students.

A number of shortcomings of teacher report instru
ments have been cited

(Michelson, Sugai, Wood,

1983; Michelson & Wood, 1980).
raised

regarding the

reports.

Reardon,

Major questions have been

fundamental

Hersen,

& Kazdin,

accuracy of teacher

Bellack,

and Foley

(1979)

suggest the accuracy of teacher ratings depends on the
opportunities that the teacher ratings depends on the
particular behaviors of interest.

Additional data shows

that inexperienced teachers tend to overrate maladjustment
(Clarfield,

1974)

and that ratings may be affected by

demand characteristics,

personal biases,

expectancies,

understanding of the behaviors to be rated, response set,
and carelessness (Michelson et al., 1983).

Other problems

related to scale format and construction also exist.

Some

instruments may provide only "broad-band" classification
data and offer little in the way of identification of
specific social
situations.

skills deficits or excesses in specific

Such instruments may not be sensitive enough

to reflect treatment effects.

Other instruments are so

exhaustive in their listings of very specific behaviors as
to be exhausting to teachers which may lower the reliabil
ity and validity of the instruments as well as limiting
their practical use in school settings.

Thus, based on

available research, it is apparent that no scale meets all
the

criteria

validity)

(psychometric,

practicality,

and social

which would recommend its widespread use.

In

addition, normative data is as yet unavailable on teacher
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rating scales and only one such norming project is known
to be underway

(on the TROSS; Clark, Gresham,

& Elliott,

1985).
Summary of assessment strategies
The previous discussions indicate no one method of
assessing child(s social skills is sufficiently powerful
so as to stand as the sole recommended assessment tech
nique.

As such, multifactored or comprehensive assessment

appears to be the strategy of choice.

This multimethod

assessment, however, can be only as good as its component
parts.

A major need at this point is to obtain a teacher

rating scale which is reasonably brief without sacrificing
sufficient reliability and validity and which addresses
normative

issues.

Elliott, 1984).

Such a scale is the TROSS

(Gresham &
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Purposes of the Present Research
Any comprehensive or multifactored assessment of
social skills is only so good as its component parts.

As

such further investigation of different assessment methods
which might be used in combination is needed.

As the

review of assessment methods indicates, perhaps the weakest
"link" in currently available methods is the teacher rating
scale.

A newly developed scale, the Teacher Ratings of

Social Skills (TROSS; Gresham & Elliott, 1984), however,
appears to be most promising.

Preliminary data (Clark,

Gresham, & Elliott, 1985) indicates that the scale has
adequate reliability and validity
reported to be underway.

and normative research is

In order to

further establishthe

utility of the scale a discriminant validity component for
the study was designed.

Components of the study to assess

concurrent validity and to attempt a replication of the
previous factor structure were also formulated.
Research questions addressed in the present study
1.

Will handicapped and nonhandicapped students be
differentiated on the basis of TROSS scores?

2.

Which exceptionality groups will be classifiable on
the basis of TROSS scores?

3.

Will certain factor scores on

the TROSS be more

closely associated with certain exceptionalities than
others?
4.

Which of the factors will teachers view as most
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important?

Will the importance ratings change with

exceptionality, race or sex of the student being rated,
with the race of the teacher completing the scale?
5.

For the present sample, does the TROSS appear to be
relatively free of rater, ratee, and sex bias?

6.

What is the concurrent validity of the TROSS and
intellectual ability (WISC-R)?

Of the TROSS and

academic achievement (Woodcock-Johnson Psychoeducational Battery)?
7.

What is the factor structure of the TROSS for the
present sample?

What is the degree of congruence of

the present factor structure and the original one
(Clark,- Gresham, &. Elliott, 1985)?
8.

What are the resulting reliability estimates of the
TROSS, using Cronbach's alpha?

9.

What is the correlation between frequency and
importance ratings?

Method

Subjects
Two hundred and fifty children from first through the
eighth grade in a southern metropolitan city and a southern ■
rural area served as subjects.

Data were gathered from

East and West Baton Rouge Parish School systems which have
combined special education population in excess of 2000 and
a total student population of approximately 59,000.

The

sample consisted of students in each of the four categories
of (a) Learning Disability (LD), (b) Mildly Mentally
Retarded/Educationally Handicapped (Mild MR/EH), (c) Be
havior Disordered (BD), and (d) Nonhandicapped (NH) with a
total sample size of 250 (Refer to Figure 2).

All the

special education students comprising the LD, Mild MR/EH,
and BD samples had been identified and placed in special
education according to the definitions specified in
Bulletin 1508, The Louisiana State Department of Education
guidelines (see Appendix B for complete definitions of
exceptionalities).

As used in this study, learning dis

ability (LD) refers to a learning problem which is demon
strated by an academic profile which shows strengths and
weaknesses in one or more basic academic areas relative to
the mean for the grade level appropriate to the child's
chronological age.

Behavior disorder (BD) refers to a

disorder in which situationallv inappropriate behavior,
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observed in the school setting, interferes with the
learning process, interpersonal relations, or personal
adiustment of the student.

Mildly mentally retarded

(Mild MR) is defined as those students who show evidence
of academic deficits as demonstrated by performance two
standard deviations or more below the mean for the qrade
level appropriate to the student's chronoloqical age in
all basic skill areas.

In addition, the measured intelli

gence of a mildly mentally retarded student generally falls
between two and three standard deviations below the mean,
and the assessed adaptive- behavior falls generally within
the same deviation range as intellectual functioning.
Educationally handicapped (EH) refers to those students who
exhibit academic performance which is two or more standard
deviations below the mean for the qrade level appropriate
for the student's chronological age in all of the basic
areas.

The definition for this category is functionally the

same as mildly mentally retarded.

This similarity in the

groups has been recognized by many authors in this field.
Reschley (1982) for example, pointed out that the only dis
tinction between the students who are classified as "truly
retarded" versus "quasi-retarded"

(for which the term edu

cationally handicapped is suggested) is often adaptive be
havior outside of school.

Intelligence, academic achieve

ment and school based adaptive behavior are often quite
similar for the two groups.

Therefore, for the purposes of

this study, those students falling in either category were
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considered as one group (MR/EH) for all analyses.
Educationally handicapped students were included in the
sample because, even though the classification was phased
out as of August 1983 in Louisiana, a large number of
those students being served in special education and reg
ular classes still carry this label.

Nonhandicapped

students, as used in this study, are those students who
have not been identified as exceptional and,' therefore, "•
whose instruction occurs in all regular classroom settings.

The children in the special education sample were
selected from special education classroom rosters with the
cooperation of the supervisors of Special Education of each
parish and included only those students who were main
streamed or integrated into an academic area in the regular
(non-special education setting) classroom.

The non

handicapped group consisted of children who were matched
with the selected special education students on sex, race,
and grade and who had never received special education
services of any kind.

The nonhandicapped students were

randomly selected, therefore, from classrooms which were
topographically the same as the classroom into which the
given special education student was integrated.
Procedure
Regular classroom teachers, 43 black and 82 white,
rated the social skills of both the selected special
education student in that class

(LD, MR/EH, or BD) and a

same-sex, same race classroom peer who was not receiving

special education services
Rating of Social Skills
instrument.

(nonhandicapped).

(TROSS)

The Teacher

served as the rating

(The sampling design is shown in Fig. 2).
Exceptionality

LD
•d

Male

B
17

W
14

Female

B
17

W
10

i
— I <D
•H

0

xi

<d

BD
B
10

MR/EH
W
13

NA*

NH

B
11

W
11

B
39

W '
37

B
10

W
12

B
27

W
22

FIGURE 2

Two

(Child Sex) x 4 (Exceptionality) x 2 (Child Race)

MANOVA experimental design:
factor scores.

TROSS total score and TROSS

.
....
.e■
j j
*This cell was not fxlled due
to subject unavailability.

Teachers received a packet containing two TROSS forms
and a letter of instructions which specified the systematic
selection procedure.

The teacher was asked to rate the

special education student whose name was provided by the
experimenter and the selected nonhandicapped student on the
provided TROSS forms

(see Appendices C and D for a copy of

the TROSS and the instructions given teachers).

The

selection procedure was not truly a random one, but no
systematic bias was introduced as a function of the
process as there is no reason to suspect that differential
social skills would appear as a function of alphabetical
o rd e r .
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Instrumentation
The 50-item Teacher Rating of Social Skills
Gresham & Elliott, 1984)

(TROSS;

is a teacher rating inventory of

behaviorally-anchored, positively-stated items which spec
ify school relevant social skills.

The scale is aimed at

assessing the social skills of children from kindergarten
through twelfth grade.

The 50 social skills in the TROSS

are arranged under four broad-band categories:

(a)

demic performance,

cooperation

and

(b)

social initiation,

(d) peer reinforcement.

(c)

aca

Scores are obtainable in each

of the categories and a total score is computable.

The

scale has two dimensions, frequency and importance, and
separate scores are computed for each.
Data Analysis
Analyses performed on the data were:
1.

Descriptive statistics in the form of means and

standard deviations were computed for the total sample and
for each of the major subgroups in the sample

(LD, Mild

MR/EH, BD, and nonhandicapped).
2.

Multivariate analyses of variance

performed on the data.

(MANOVA1s) were

For the present study this repre

sented separate race x sex x group analyses for males and
females and a 2 x 2 x 3 analysis using sex variables

(See

Figure 2 for the general analysis m o d e l ) .

The analysis

was performed via the general linear model

(GLM), a

multiple regression procedure.
(ANOVA^) were also performed.

Analyses of variance
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3.

Discriminant analyses were then performed on the data

set for males using all four classification groups
MR/EH, and N H ) .

(BD, LD,

The design model for the analysis is shown

in Figure 3.
LD

BD

NH

MR/EH

n = 31

n = 23

n = 22

n = 76

Prior
Probability=
20%

Prior
Probability=
15%

Prior
Probability=
15%

Prior
Probability=
50%
n = 152
% = 100

FIGURE 3
Model for the discriminate analysis of TROSS total
score and factor scores for males.
4.

Discriminant analyses were performed on the data set

for Males Only, Females Only, and Males Plus Females using
two classification groups, a collapsed exceptionality
grouping and a nonhandicapped group.

(The analysis design

models are shown in Figures 4, 5, and 6).
Handicapped______________

Nonhandicapped

n = 76

n = 76

Prior. Probability=
50%

Prior Probability=
50%
n = 152
% = 100
FIGURE 4

Model for the discriminate analysis of TROSS scores of
males using two classification groups.
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5.

A separate discriminant analysis was performed using

student age and grade placement as additional variables.
6.

A compilation of items/factors by rank order by

classification (Importance Dimension: rank order x
classification).
Handicapped

Nonhandicapped

n = 49

n = 49

Prior Probability=
50%

Prior Probability=
50%
n = 98
% = 100
FIGURE 5

Model for the discriminate analysis of TROSS
scores of females using two classification groups.
Handicapped

Nonhandicapped

n = 102

n = 125

Prior Probability=
45%

Prior Probability=
55%
n = 227
% =

100

FIGURE 6
Model for the discriminate analysis of the TROSS
scores of males and females using two classification
groups.
7.

A 2 x 2 x 4 MANOVA on Teacher Race x Child Race x

Child Sex x Group
samples).

(the LD, BD, Mild/MR/EH, Nonhandicapped

{The design for the analysis is shown in Figure

7). Separate analyses were performed on the Importance and
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Frequency dimensions.
8.

In order to assess the possibility of chance effects

and contamination in the present results, as well as to
determine to what degree present results are sample
specific, a cross-validation procedure was carried out.
A "hold-out" procedure was used.

A "hold-out" procedure

involves "holding out" a certain number of observations and
running a comparison between the obtained "subsample."
The discriminate function obtained from one subsample is
used to predict classification of the other subsample.

Exceptionality
BD

LD

NH

MR/EH

P

Male Female
o B
<D rtj

W

B

W

Male Female

Male Female

Male Female

B

B

B

W

NA*

W

B

W

W

B

W

O H

fd CQ
at
u
V
S i <D

O -P
fij*H
Q X3
EH &

NA*

FIGURE 7
Two (Teacher Race) x 4 (Exceptionalities x 2 (Child
Race) x 2 (Child Sex) MANOVA experimental design:
Frequency and Importance Dimensions of the TROSS.
*These cells were not filled
due to subject unavailability.

9.

The present data was factor analyzed.

Coefficients of

congruence were computed to compare the present factor
structure to the original one
1985)
10.

(Clark, Gresham, & Elliott,

(Frequence Dimension only).
Concurrent validity of the TROSS and WISC-R and of the

TROSS and Woodcock-Johnson Psychoeducational Battery were
obtained through correlational techniques.
11.

Cronbach's Alpha was computed for both the Frequency

and Importance Dimensions of the TROSS.

Results
Due to the unavailability of female BD students, it was
necessary to conduct most of the analyses by way of three
different groupings.
Only,

The first of these groups, Males

consisted of males from all four classification

groups (BD, LD, MR/EH, and NH).

The second group, Females

Only, consisted of three classification groups (LD, MR/EH,
and

The third group, Males Plus Females, consisted of a

combination of males and females from three classification
groups

(LD,

MR/EH,

and NH) .

Since many of the

same

analyses were duplicated for each of the groups, data will
be presented,

under type of analysis headings,

following manner:
Plus Females.

Males Only,

Females Only,

in the

then Males

The term exceptionality will be used to

encompass all classification groups:

BD, LD, MR/EH,

and

NH for Males Only; LD, MR/EH, and NH for Females Only; LD,
MR/EH, and NH for Males Plus Females.

The term handicap

ped will be used to encompass LD, MR/EH, and BD.
TROSS

factor scores will generally be presented in

Roman numeral form only with:
11= Social Initiation,

I = Academic Performance,

III = Cooperation,

Reinforcement.
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and IV = Peer
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Sample Characteristics/Descriptive Statistics
As

noted

previously,

the present

students in grades 1 through 8.
level was

sample

contained

The obtained mean grade

5.60 with a standard deviation of 1.86.

The

students ranged in age from 6 to 16 years with a mean age
of 11.72 years.
The obtained mean total score on the TROSS

(Frequency

Dimension) for the entire sample was 54.78 with a standard
deviation of 19.91.

Group mean scores ranged from 53.03

to 57.50 (See Table 1).

Means and standard deviations for

the white and black samples, by sex and exceptionality are
shown in Table 2.
MANOVA *s and ANOVA's
In

order

employed

in

to

determine

the

which

discriminant

variables

analyses,

should be

analyses

of

variance (MANOVA1s and ANOVA's) were performed on the data
set.
Males

Only.

Using Wilk's

criterion

( X»)

for

MONOVA's, no significant main effect for student race was
found,

F

(4,

141)

= 1.78,

p. >

.05.

Additionally,

no

interaction effect for student race x exceptionality was
found,

F

(12, 373) = 1.64, p > .05.

A significant main

effect for exceptionality was found, F (12, 373) = 6.15, p
< .05.
All ANOVA's
rate

by

formula:

obtained were corrected for Type I error

B o n f e r r o n i 1s p r o c e d u r e

u s ing

the

following
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Table 1
Means

and

standard

Deviations

for Males Only.

Females

Only, and Males' Plus Females

Group

Mean

Standard Deviation

Males Only

53.03

19.38

Females Only

57.50

20.51

Males Plus Females

55.66

20.19

Table 2
Descriptive statistics for the Sample:

Frequency Dimension

_______White_______
Variable

Sample

Frequency
Dimension
Factor I

Factor 11

Factor III

Factor IV

Total Score

Black________

Male_________ Female__________ Hale__________Female
Mean

LD
BD
MR/EH
NH

11.64
13.00
11.36
21.65

7.44
3.72
6.48
4.98

LD
BD
MR/EH
NH

15.86
12.69
14.36
19.78

4.26
6.18
3.70
4.24

LD
BD
MR/EH
NH

17.36
13.77
14.45
20.08

5.81
6.61
4.48
4.65

LD
BD
MR/EH
NH

5.14
4.69
4.00
6.51

LD
BD
MR/EH
NH

50.00
44.62
44.18
68.38

S.D.

Mean

g.D.

Mean

16.40

7.34
--------

10.35
15.10
8.27
18.08

5.09
4.79
5.97
8.17

13.59 7.42

—

12.65
15.00
11.64
16.69

4.34
5.35
2.73
5.37

14.29 4.27

12.18
14.90
11.73
16.97

5.64
3.34
6.72
7.34

14.71 5.70
— — - -------14.60 7.04
20.26 4.55

3.82
3.80
2.82
5.69

1.98
1.99
1.89
2.58

4.24 3.76

------

13. 00
21.55

5.17
6.85

15.50

4.67

—

------ --

- —

14.83
19.27

3.04
6.07

18.20

5.41

-------- --

--------

13.17
17.73

5.37
7.54

2.51
2.69
2.32
2.04

5.00

2.36

4.08
6.14

2.47
2.93

16.87
16.27
14.22
13.49

55.10

16.33

----

----

45.08
64.91

13.55
21.41

39.00
48.10
34.45
57.49

Mean
-------- --

S.rJL
--------

10.60 5.99
22.30 5.06

-----------

--------

12.10 6.77
20.93 5.09

--------

--------

3.10 1.45
7.44 2.19

14.56 46.82 19.25
12.56 ----- ---12.10 40.40 14.57
20.66 70.93 15.26

Where:
.05
4

= .0125,

.05

=

s i gnificance
scale

level

for total

4 = number of factors
As shown in Tables 3 through 7, ANOVA's resulted in one
major finding,

a significant effect for exceptionality

across all four TROSS factors and for the total score on
the TROSS.
Females Only.
MANOVA's,

Using Wilk's criterion for significant

a significant main effect was

exceptionality,

obtained

F (8, 178) = 6.61, p < .05.

for

No signifi

cant main effect was obtained for student race, F (4,89) =
.90, p >

.05 nor for the interaction effect of student

race x exceptionality, F (8, 178) = 1.28, p
The

obtained

ANOVA's

for this data

>

.05.

set were

also

corrected for Type I error rate using Bonferroni's Proce
dure.

The ANOVA's, across all four TROSS factors and the

TROSS total score showed significant effect for exception
ality only.

No significant effects for student race nor

for student race x exceptionality were found (See Tables 8
through 12).
Males Plus Females.

The analyses performed showed a

significant main effect for exceptionality,
14.13, p
<

.05.

F

(8, 424) =

< .05 and for student sex, F (4,212) = 2.42, p
No other main effects or interaction effects

were obtained.
The ANOVA's are presented in Tables 13 through 17.

A

significant effect for exceptionality was obtained in all
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Table 3
ANOVA for TROSS Factor I. Academic Performance (Males Only)

DF

SS

Significance
F
Level*

MS

1

63.2357

63.2357

1.59

>.01

Exceptionality 3

2817.5500

939.1833

23.67

A
o
H

Source

Race x
3
Exceptionality

150.9560

50.3187

1.27

>.01

5713.9256

39.6800

Student Race

Error

144

♦Correction using
Bonferroni's procedure,
alpha = .01

68

Table 4

ANOVA for TROSS Factor II. Social Initiation (Males Onlvl

Significance
Source__________ DF_______ SS________ MS_______ F____ Level*
Student Race

1

S'S. 3985

83.3985

3.74

>.01

Exceptionality

3

777.0976

259.0325

11. 63

<.01

Race x
Exceptionality

3

139.1828

46.3943

2.08

144

3208.0347

22.2780

Error

> .01

★Alpha = .01, Bonferroni's
Procedure
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Table 5

ANOVA for TROSS Factor III. Cooperation (Males Only)

Source

DF

SS

Significance
F
Level*

MS

Student Race

1

180.3552

180.3552

5.14

>

.01

Exceptionality

3

762.6582

254.2194

7.25

<

.01

Race x
Exceptionality

3

132.6011

44.2004

1.26

>

.01

144

5049.5328

35.0662

Error

♦Alpha = .01, Bonferroni's
Procedure

I
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Table 6
ANOVA for TROSS FactorS_-------IV. Peer
i'- i— '-. Reinforcement (Males Onlv^

Source

DF

SS

MS

Significance
F
Level*

Student Race

1

32.7942

32.7942

6.22

> .01

Exceptionality

3

167.4549

55.8183

10.58

< .01

Race x
Exceptionality

3

1.6291

.5430

.10

> .01

144

759.7414

5.2760

Error

*Alpha = .01,
Procedure

Bonferroni's
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Table 7
ANOVA for TROSS Total Score fMales Only)

Source

DF

SS

Student Race

1

1461.2705

Exceptionality

3

14815.7257

Race x
Exceptionality

3

976.3152

325.4384

144

56728.8355

263.4916

Error

Significance
F
Level*

MS

5.55

>.01

4938.5753 18.74

<.01

1.24

>.01

1461.2705

*Alpha = .01,
Procedure

Bonferroni's

Table 8
ANOVA

for TROSS

Factor I. Academic Performance

(Females

Only}

Source

DF

Student Race

1

SS
46.8619

Exceptionality

2

Race x
Exceptionality

2

68.3180

92

3634.0018

Error

Significance
F
Level*

MS
46.8619

1.19

>.01

1807.1396 903.5698 22 .88

<.01

.86

>.01

34.159
39.5000

*Alpha = .01,
Procedure

Bonferroni's
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Table 9
ANOVA for TROSS Factor II. Social Initiation (Females Onlvl

Source

DF

Student Race

1

12.3064

Exceptionality

2

845.2639

Race x
Exceptionality

2

82.7851

41.3905

92

2450.8116

26.6393

Error

ss

MS

Significance
F
Level*
.46

>.01

422.6320 15.87

<.01

12.3064

1.55

>.01

*Alpha = .01, Bonferroni's
Procedure

Table 10
ANOVA for TROSS Factor III, Cooperation (Females Onlv^

Source
Student Race

DF

MS

Significance
F
Level*

0.5229

.01

>.01

Exceptionality 2

409.8087 204.9044

5.75

<.01

Race x
Exceptionality 2

154.3725

77.1863

2.17

>.01

3276.7449

35.6168

Error

1

SS

92

0.5229

*Alpha = .01, Bonferroni's
Procedure
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Table 11
ANOVA
Onlv^

for TROSS Factor IV.

Source

DF

Student Race

Peer Reinforcement

(Females

Significance
F_____ Level*

SS

MS

1

0.4558

0.4558

.06

>.01

Exceptionality

2

179.7890

89.8945

12.38

<.01

Race x
Exceptionality

2

28.3478

14.1739

1.95

>.01

92

688.1331

Error

7.2623

★Alpha = .01, Bonferroni's
Procedure
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Table 12
ANOVA for TROSS Total Score (Females Onlv^

1

Exceptionality 2
Race x
Exceptionality 2
Error

92

SS
113.5170

MS
113.5170

Significance
F
Level*
.37

11087.5680 5543.7840 18.24
988.8622

494.4311

27968.3573

304.0039

1.63

★Alpha = .01, Bonferroni's
Procedure

>.01
o
H

Student Race

DF

A

Source

>.01

Table 13

ANOVA for TROSS Factor I. Academic Performance (Males Plus
Females^

Student Race

1

195.2076

195.2076

4.68

>.01

Student Sex

1

327.2379

327.2379

7.84

Race x Sex

1

15.4442

15.4442

.37

>.01

Exceptionality

2

52.16

<.01

Race x
Exceptionality

2

15.0565

7.5283

.18

>.01

Sex x
Exceptionality

2

39.6279

19,8140

.47

>.01

Race x Sex x
Exceptionality

2

87.3637

43.6819

1.05

>.01

215

8975.0274

41.7443

Error

SS

MS

4354.9989 2177.4994

•

DF

A
o
H

Significance
F
Level*

Source

*Alpha = .01, Bonferroni's
Procedure

Table 14
ANOVA for TROSS Factor II,

Social Initiation

(Males Plus

Females^

DF

Student Race

Significance
F
Level*

1

162.1839

162.1839

7.06

Student Sex

1

44.7850

44.7850

1.95

>.01

Race x Sex

1

57.5961

57.5961

2.51

>.01

Exceptionality 2

1495.7005

747.8503

32.53

<.01

Race x
Exceptionality 2

41.5614

20.7807

.90

>.01

Sex x
Exceptionality 2

22.8218

11.4109

.50

>.01

Race x Sex x
Exceptionality 2

50.5865

25.2933

1.10

>.01

4942.0771

22.9864

Error

215

*Alpha = .01, Bonferroni's
Procedure

o
H

MS

ft

SS

A

Source

Table 15
ANOVA for TROSS Factor III, Cooperation (Males Plus Females)

Significance
Level*

Source

DP

Student Race

1

140.8241

140.8241

3.93

>.01

Student Sex

1

43.9214

43.9214

1.23

>.01

Race x Sex

1

167.1236

167.1236

4. 67

>.01

Exceptionality

2

1012.2553

506.1277 14.13

<.01

Race x
Exceptionality

2

162.2347

81.1174

2.26

>.01

Sex x
Exceptionality

2

14.0809

7.0405

.20

>.01

Race x Sex x
Exceptionality

2

36.9230

18.4615

.52

>.01

215

7701.0700

35.8190

Error

SS

F

MS

*Alpha = .01, Bonferroni's
Procedure
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Table 16
ANOVA for TROSS Factor IV. Peer Reinforcement (Males Plus
Females)

Significance
Source__________DF______ SS_________ MS______ F_____ Level*
Student Race

1

17.9316

17.9316

2.95

>.01

Student Sex

1

5,1132

5.1132

.84

>.01

Race x Sex

1

10.5249

10.5249

1.73

>.01

Exceptionality

2

327.5647

163.7824 26.97

<•01

Race x
Exceptionality

2

22.9276

11.4638

1.89

>.01

sex x
Exceptionality

2

3.8291

1.9146

.32

>.01

Race x Sex x
Exceptionality

2

10.3115

5.1558

.85

>.01

1305.5052

6.0721

Error

215

*Alpha = .01, Bonferroni's
Procedure
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Table 17
ANOVA for TROSS Total Score fMales Plus Females}

Significance
F
Level*

Source

DF

Student Race

1

1883.7213

1883.7213

6.61

>.01

Student Sex

1

1120.4458

1120.4458

3.93

>.01

Race x Sex

1

771.3335

771.3335

2.70

>.01

Exceptionality

2

24120.2239 12060.1120

42.29

<.01

Race x
Exceptionality

2

542.4672

271.2336

.95

>.01

Sex x
Exceptionality

2

56.6842

28.3421

.10

>.01

Race x Sex x
Exceptionality

2

592.2504

296.1252

1.04

>.01

61313.1672

285.1775

Error

215

SS

MS

♦Alpha = .01, Bonferroni's
Procedure

of the ANOVA's (p < .01) while student sex was significant
on Factor I only.

Inspection of the ANOVA's also shows

that the variable of student race was significant
.01) on Factor II.

(e

<

One factor which may account for the

obtained significance

in these variables,

Plus Females analyses,

is the increase in the degrees of

freedom due to increased sample size.

in the Males

This increase in

degrees of freedom greatly increases the probability of
obtaining statistical significance.
mean scores on the TROSS

The actual obtained

for male and female students

(refer to Table 1) are indeed very similar and would not
represent an educationally significant difference.

This

was further explored through a correlational analysis, the
results of which are shown in Table 18.
Table

18,

the

student race,
This

correlations

As indicated in

of the TROSS

scores with

sex, grade and age are all extremely low.

further supports the contention that the obtained

statistical significance for student sex and student race
does not represent an educationally significant one.
Mean Scores on the TROSS and the Student-Newman-Keuls Test
of Differences in Means
Mean scores on the TROSS for each of the exceptionali
ties were obtained.

The Student-Newman-Keuls Test to

compare differences in means was then used.

The resulting

tables were inspected to determine the relationship among
means for the major signficiant effect noted in the
MANOVA's, that of exceptionality.
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Table 18

and Acre and With Teacher Race

Factor

Student
Race

Student
Sex

Teacher
Race

Grade

Acre

.06

-.01

I, Academic
Performance

.10

-.13*

-.13*

II, Social
Initiation

.11

-.11

-.12

-.03

-.12

III, Cooperation

.10

-.06

-.16

.05

-.03

IV, Peer
Reinforcement .08

-.07

-.08

.01

-.06

Total Score

-.11

-.15*

.03

-.06

*p

< .05.

.12
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Males O n l y .

As shown in Table

overlap of means

19,

an almost total

(lack of statistical difference between)

was obtained for the categories of BD, LD, and MR/EH.
only mean
across

The

in these categories which does not overlap

all

three

g rou p s

is the mean

score

of MR/EH

students on TROSS Factor I, and this mean overlaps with
that achieved by LD students.
of m e a n

scores

as

indicated

The only clear separation
in Table

19

nonhandicapped

and handicapped students.

indicate

discriminant

that

analyses

is between
This would

using all

four

exceptionalities may be less than fruitful.
Females Only.
differ e n c e s

The group means and tests of signficant

in means

(Student-Newman-Keuls

Test)

are

presented in Table

20.

As is seen in Table 20, all the

mean scores of the

LD and MR/EH students showed overlap.

As in the case with Males Only, clear separation of groups
occurs between nonhandicapped and handicapped

(LD plus

MR/EH) groups.
Males

Plus Females.

As Table 21 indicates,

the mean

scores of LD and MR/EH students overlap in this analysis
group also.

The single exception is

MR/EH students on

Factor IV.

As in

the mean score of
the Male Only and

Female Only analysis, the clear separation occurs between
nonhandicapped and handicapped students.
Discriminant Analyses
Males Only.

A discriminant analysis, using a stepwise

regression method to select TROSS factors, was completed
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Table 19
Mean Scores on the TROSS for Males of Differing Exception
alities; Student-Newman-Keuls Test

TROSS

Non
handicapped

Exceptionality
BD

LD

MR/EH

I

19.82a

13.91b

10.94bc

II

18.20a

13.70b

14.10b

13.00b

III

18.4,9a

14.26b

14.52b

13.09b

IV

6.09a

4.30b

4.42b

3.41b

Total

62.79a

46.13b

43.97b

39.32b

Note.

9.82c

Means with the same superscript are not significant
ly different at p <

.05.
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Table 20
Mean Scores on the TROSS for Females of Differing Excep
tionalities;

Student-Newman-Keuls Test

Exceptionality
TROSS

Wonhandicapped

LD

MR/EH

I

21.96a

14.63b

11.91b

II

20.18a

14.74b

13.59b

III

19.12a

16.00b

13.82b

IV

6.86a

4.52b

3.64b

68.22a

49.89b

42.96b

Total

Note.

Means with the same superscript are not significant
ly different at £ < .05.
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Table 21
Mean Scores on the TROSS for Males Plus Females of Differina Exceptionalities: Student-Newman-Keuls Test

Exceptionalitv
TROSS

Nonhandicapped

MR/EH

LD

I

20.66a

12.66b

10.86b

II

18.98a

14.40b

13.30b

III

18.74a

15.21b

13.4 6b

IV

6.39a

4.47b

3.52c

Total

64.92a

46.72b

41.14b

Note.
Means with the same superscript are not signifi
cantly different at p < .05.

for the male subjects using all

four exceptionalities.

The resulting discriminant classification is presented in
Table

22.

selected.

Only

TROSS

Factors,

I,

II,

and

As can be seen from Table 22,

III were

17.4% of the

students who were actually BD were classified as such
using the function, 48.4% were correctly classified as LD,
4.5% were correctly classified as MR/EH,
correctly classified as NH.
classified.

and 82.9% were

Overall 54.6% were correctly

The use of the discriminant function resulted

in a very low level of percentage of students correctly
classified.

Further discriminant analyses and discrimi

nant classifications were completed with similar results.
An analysis using a direct rather than stepwise regression
model (using all TROSS factor scores) resulted in 55.1% of
the cases being classified.
using TROSS total
being

correctly

A discriminant classification

score resulted in 51.3% of the cases

classified.

The poor classification

obtained attempting to predict all four exceptionality
groups taken in combination with the overlap seen in mean
scores of the exceptional students (See Tables 19, 20, and
21) led to the abandonment of this model in favor of a two
group model, nonhandicapped and handicapped.
A discriminant function analysis using the four TROSS
factor scores as predictors of membership in handicapped
or nonhandicapped groups was then performed.

A stepwise

selection method was used to determine which factors would
contribute to group differentiation.

As shown in Table

Table 22

Discriminate

Classification of Males of Four Differing

Exceptionalities

Predicted Classification
Actual
Classi
fication

BD

%
classi'
fied
LD

%
%
%
Classi
Classi
Classi
fied MR/EH fied NH fied

BDa

4

17.4

4

17.4

0

0.0

15

65.2

LDb

0

0.0

15

48.4

3

9.7

13

41.9

MR/EHC

0

0.0

12

54.5

1

4.5

9

40.9

NHd

1

1.3

10

13.2

2

2.6

63

82.9

aFrior probability = 0.20
bPrior probability = 0.15
cPrior probability = 0.15
dPrior probability = 0.50
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2 3, only TROSS Factors I, II, and III were selected for
the

function.

Standardized

canonical

discriminant

function coefficients are also shown in Table 23.
A canonical correlation of 0.564 was obtained between
t he

discriminant

function and group membership.

The

squared canonical correlation of 0.318 indicates that 32%
of the variance in the discriminant function is explained
by the groups (handicapped and nonhandicapped).
A Wilk's lambda of .682 was found to be highly signifi
cant I X 2 (3) - 56.84, E < 0.001].

This indicates that the

handicapped and nonhandicapped groups are significantly
separated from one another.
A discriminant classification of the male subjects was
also performed.

A split-sample procedure was used in

order to obtain unbiased estimates for this classifica
tion.
of

As shown in Table 24, the resulting classification

male

subjects

into handicapped

and nonhandicapped

groups resulted in 72% being correctly classified
from a total of 152)
from

a total

of

and 28% incorrectly classified

152).

As

indicated

in Table

24,

(110
(42
57

students (75.3%) from the handicapped sample were correct
ly classified as handicapped while 23 students

(30.3%)

were incorrectly classified as nonhandicapped.

In the

nonhandicapped sample, 53 students (69.7%) were correctly
classified as nonhandicapped while 19 students

(24.7%)

were incorrectly classified as handicapped.
An

additional

discriminant

function

analysis was
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Table 23
Standardized Canonical Dlscrimant Function Coefficients
(CDFT for the Selected TROSS Factor Scores for Males Only

Factor

____________________________ CDF

TROSS I

0.94552

TROSS II

0.39621

TROSS III

-0.31082
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Table 24
Discriminant Analysis Classification for Males

Based on

TROSS Factors I. II. and III

Predicted Classification
Actual
Classificationa

Handicapped

%
%
Classi- Non- Classihandi- fied
fied
Total
capped

Handicapped

57b

75.3

19

24.7

76

Non
handicapped

23

30.3

53

69.7

76

Total

80

52. 63

72

47.37

aPrior probability = 0.50
^Number of observations

152
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performed using the variables
age,

student grade,

TROSS

of student race,

student

and teacher race in combination with

Factor I, II,

and III scores.

In this analysis a

squared canonical correlation of .399 between the discrim
inant function and group membership was obtained.

These

additional four variables added only 8% in the efficacy of
the discriminant function to differentiate among groups.
The

resulting

classification

of m a l e

subjects

into

handicapped and nonhandicapped groups using these addi
tional variables resulted in a small increase in percen
tage of students correctly classified,
Thus,

only a 3%

increase

from 73 to 76%.

in correct classification was

achieved using the additional variables of student race,
student age, student grade, and teacher race.
A
score

final discriminant analysis using the TROSS total
(which is a summation of the Factor I, II, III, and

IV scores) was performed.
shown in Table 25.
from

a total

of

As

152)

classified while 26%
students were
TROSS

total

The resulting classification is
indicated in Table 25,

of the

students

(30 from a total

incorrectly classified.
score

does

yield

small

were

74%

(112

correctly

of 152)

of the

Thus, use of the
increase

in the

percentage of students correctly classified.
Females Only.

Discriminant function analyses followi

ng the same analysis format as that used with males were
performed

for the data set of females.

As is shown in

Table 26, only TROSS Factors I, III, and IV were retained

Table 25
Discriminant Analysis Classification for Males Only Based

on the TROSS Total Score

Predicted Classification
Actual
Classificationa

Handicapped

%
%
NonClassi'
Classi
fied Handicapped fied Total

Handicapped

6lb

80.5

15

19.6

76

Non
handicapped

25

32.9

51

67.1

76

Total

86

56.58

66

43.42

aPrior probability = 0.50
^Number of observations

152
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Table 26
Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function Coefficients
(CDF) for the Selected TROSS Factor Scores for Females Only

Factor______________
TROSS I

CDF
1.26342

TROSS III

-0.79200

TROSS IV

0.35629
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for the analyses.

The standardized canonical discriminant

function coefficients are also presented in Table 26.
A canonical correlation of 0.613 was obtained result
ing in a squared canonical correlation of 0.376.
indicates that

This

3 8% of the variance in the discriminant

function is explained by the groups.
A Wilk's lambda of .624 was found to be highly signifi
cant

[x

2 (3) = 44.514,

e <

.001].

For females,

the

handicapped and nonhandicapped groups are also signifi
cantly separated.
Using a split-sample procedure, a discriminant function
classification was also performed.

The resulting classi

fication of female students into handicapped and nonhandi
capped groups
female

is presented in Table 27.

subject

population,

73%

For the total

(71 from

a total

of

98) were correctly classified, and 17% (17 from a total of
98)

were

incorrectly classified

into handicapped

and

nonhandicapped groups,
groups.
The

additional discriminant analysis was performed

using the variables of student race, student age, student
grade,

and teacher race.

This analysis

resulted in a

squared canonical correlation of .401 between the discrim
inant

function and group membership.

The additional

variables increased the percentage of variance accounted
for by only 2% when compared to the original discriminant
function derived for females without these variables.

The
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Table 27
Discriminant Analysis Classification for Females Only Based
on the TROSS Factors I. Ill, and IV

Predicted Classification
Actual
Classi
fication3

Handicapped

%
%
Classi
Classi
Non
Tota]
fied handicapped fied

Handicapped

37b

75.6

12

48.8

49

Non
handicapped

15

30.9

34

69.2

49

Total

52

53. 06

46

46.94

98

aPrior probability = 0.50
^Number of observations

98

resulting classification of female subjects into handicap
ped

and

nonhandicapped

grou p s

u s ing

the additional

variables resulted in 73% correctly classified, equivalent
to the original function without these variables.
The final discriminant analysis involved TROSS total
score only.

In the resulting discrimant classification,

as shown in Table 28, 77%

(75 of a total of 98) of the

female subjects were correctly classified and 2 3% (23 of a
total of 98) were incorrectly classified.
score

does

yield a small

increase

The TROSS total

in percentage

(an

increment of 4%) of female subjects classified correctly.
Males

Plus

Females.

Following the

same model

as

previous analyses, a discriminant function analysis using
a

stepwise

selection method was performed.

For the

combination group of males and females, TROSS Factors I,
II, and III were selected (See Table 29).
ed

canonical

discriminant

presented in Table 29.

function

The standardiz

coefficients

are

Table 28

Discriminant Analysis Classification for Females Only Based
on the TROSS Total Score

Predicted Classification
Actual
Classification-3-

%
Classi
HandicaoDed fied

%
NonClassihandicaDDed fied Total

Handicapped

39b

79.6

10

20.4

49

Non
handicapped

13

26.5

36

73.5

49

Total

52

53.06

46

46.94

98

aPrior Probability = 0.50
^Number of observations
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Table 29
Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function Coefficients
fCDF) for the Selected TROSS Factor Scores for Males Plus
Females

Factor_______________________ CDF
TROSS I

1.03565

TROSS XX

0.36223

TROSS III

-0.45744
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A canonical correlation of 0.580 was obtained between
the

discriminant

function

and group membership.

The

resulting squared canonical correlation of 0.336 indicates
that 34% of variance in the derived discriminant function
is explained by group membership.
The Wilk's lambda of

[X(0 = 91.65, £

<

0

.664 was highly significant

.0 0 1 ].

For the total sample of males

and females, the handicapped and nonhandicapped groups are
also significantly separated from each other.
The resulting discriminant classification of Males Plus
Females using the split-sample procedure is presented in
Table 30.

As is shown in Table 30, 74% (169 of a total of

227) of the subjects from the total population of male and
female subjects were correctly classified, and 2 6 % (58 of
a total of 227) were incorrectly classified.
A further discriminant

function analysis using the

variables of student race, student age, student grade, and
teacher race in combination with TROSS Factor I, II, and
III scores was performed for the Male Plus Female data
set.

An obtained squared canonical correlation of

.408

between the discriminant function and group membership.
When

compared

to

the

squared

canonical

correlation

obtained with the discriminant function not using these
variables,

only a 7% increase in the efficacy of the

discriminant function with the additional variables added
was registered.

The discriminant classification of male

and female subjects into the two groups resulted in a 3%
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Table 3 0

Discriminant Analysis Classification for Males Plus Females
Based on TROSS Factors I. IX. and III

Predicted Classification
Actual
Classi
fication3

Handicapped

%
%
Classi
Non
Classi
Total
handicapped fied
fied

Handicapped

75b

73.5

27

26.5

102

Non
handicapped

31

24.8

94

75.2

125

95.59

227

Total

106

aFrior probability = 0.50
bNumber of observations

77.94

121
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increase in the correct classification of the students.
The discriminant classification of Males Plus Females
resulting from the final discriminant function analysis
for TROSS total score is presented in Table 31.
male and female subjects,

Of the

75% were correctly classified

(169 of a total of 227) and 26% incorrectly classified (58
of a total of 227).

The percentages of correctly classi

fied students using TROSS total score is the same as that
obtained using TROSS Factor I, II, and III scores.
Rank Ordering of Items on the Importance Dimension
The rank order of items on the importance dimension by
teachers of differing races are presented in Table 32.

As

revealed in Table 32, teachers of both races rated Item
11,

"Completes

classroom assignments

in the required

time," as the most important behavior specified in the
scale.

In general both groups of teachers tended to rank

Academic Performance items as most important and Peer
Reinforcement

and

Social

I n itiation

items

as

least

important.
Spearman's Rho was also computed to assess the degree
of agreement
Table 32,

in ratings across teachers.

agreement is high,

As shown in

indicating that there is

relatively little difference in the rank orderings of
items by black and white teachers.
In Table 33 the rank order of items by student,
and exceptionality are shown.

sex,

The item considered most

important across all student variables was Item 11, "Com-
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Table 31

Discriminant Analysis Classification for Males Plus Females
Based on the TROSS Total Score

_________ Predicted Classification______________
Actual
Classification3

%
%
ClassiNonClassi
Handicapped fied
handicapped fied
Total

Handicapped
Non
handicapped
Total

■

72b

70.6

30

29.4

102

28

22.4

97

77.7

125

55.95

227

100

aPrior Probability =0.50
bNumber of observations

44.05

127

105

Table 32

Rank Ordering of Items from Most bo Least Important by Black
and White Teachers

Black Teachers (n= 431

White Teachers (n = 821

11

11

36

9

41

14

43

36

14

20

20

43

37

41

21

37

22

10

49

49

1

21

35

35

10

1

9

13

45

22

44

44

38

6

13

19

34

42

42

45

17

33

33

38
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Table 3 2 (Continued)

Black Teachers fn = 43^

White Teachers fn = 82)

19

25

40

26

15

34

6

40

8

48

25

27

27

8

39

17

16

15

31

31

48

12

46

32

12

39

5

16

26

5

4

46

47

4

32

24

7

2

3

18

18

3

30

50

50

7

29

47
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Table 32 (Continued)

Black Teachers

White Teachers

24

29

23

30

2

28

28

23

Spearman's Rho = .96
Note.

See Appendix C for a complete specification of items.
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Table 33
Rank Ordering of Items from Most to Least Important by Race,
Sex, and Exceptionality of Students
Student Race

Student Sex

Exceptionality_____ .
MR/EH

LD

NH

B

W

F

M

BD

11

11

11

11

11

11

11

11

36

14

9

14

14

14

43

14

14

41

36

41

36

36

20

36

20

43

14

36

20

37

36

41

9

36

43

20

21

43

9

43

43

37

10

37

41

9

41

20

41

20

20

43

37

21

14

9

37

9

21

9

35

41

10

37

21

35

41

21

43

20

1

49

10

21

49

35

49

49

21

10

49

49

37

49

9

10

37

21

22

1

1

22

22

35

22

1

35

10

13

1

8

22

44

35

13

22

35

10

10

1

45

22

1

44

19

44

1

6

49

13

45

13

22

13

13

44

13

44

19

6

45

45

31

13

35

45

44

33

6

42

45

33

42

42

42

45

38

6

17

40

6

6

6

42

44

33

19

45

19

19

33

25

33

19

25

19

38

33

38

40

25

34

34

42

15

38
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Table 33 (Continued)

Student Race
B

W

”

Student Sex
F

M

"
BD

Exceptionality
IjD

MR/EH

NH

34

19

42

17

44

25

33

34

15

34

27

40

15

34

34

40

17

38

15

38

26

26

27

17

27

48

34

48

33

38

25

8

40

8

40

8

38

17

40

25

25

26

8

25

6

48

48

57

8

27

26

31

42

39

26

48

48

17

48

26

48

12

17

15

31

31

12

39

5

27

8

31

26

39

17

27

46

8

4

26

39

12

31

15

27

31

32

39

12

15

39

16

40

15

39

12

16

16

16

46

24

16

31

16

32

5

32

5

39

5

12

32

5

32

5

32

4

32

16

5

46

46

46

12

12

46

46

46

24

4

2

4

47

24

5

4

4

18

24

47

2

4

18

50

30

3

3

18

3

7

24

2

18

7

18

24

16

18

3

24

50

24

4

50

18

3

50

47

2

47

7

7

32

30

2

18

47

2

28

30

7

47

29

7

3

50

29

3

30

2

30

3
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Table 33 (Continued)

Student Race

Exceptionalitv

Student Sex

B

W

F

M

BD

LD

3

50

29

3

30

2

7

29

50

2

50

29

30

30

29

28

23

47

23

28

23

Rho = .96*

MR/EH

NH

30

3

28

7

29

23

29

47

30

23

29

50

28

28

28

28

23

23

23

Rho = .93*

Rho = .91* (BD-LD)
Rho = .91* (BD-MR/EH)
Rho = .93* (BD-NH)
Rho = .96* (LD-MR)
Rho = .98* (LD-NH)
Rho = .98* (MR/EH-NH)

Note.

See Appendix C for a complete specification of items.
*P

< .001

Ill

pletes

classroom

Academic

assignments

in the

required time."

Performance items were generally seen as being

most important for all students regardless of race,
or

exceptionality.

The

two behaviors

seen

as

sex,
least

important across all student variables were "Invites peers
to

play"

and

initiative."

"Introduces
Generally,

self to new people

on own

Peer Reinforcement and Social

Initiation items were seen as least important across all
student variables.

Spearman's Rho's show high agreement

across ratings.
In summary,

teachers of both races tend to rank those

behaviors more closely related to academic performance in
the classroom as being most important and those behaviors
which are related to peer interaction
and peer reinforcement)

(social initiation

as being the least

important.

Teachers 1 perceptions of what behaviors are most and least
important,
data,

as reflected in the obtained rank ordering

appear to be relatively the same regardless of the

student's race, sex, or exceptionality.
Bias Estimates
In order to examine any possible rater and ratee biases
in ratings on the TROSS,

2 x 2 x 4

analyses of variance

(Teacher Race x Student Race x Exceptionality)

were per

formed on the data.

Separate analyses were performed on

the

Importance

Frequency

and

Dimensions.

Raters

of

differing sexes were not sufficient for analyses on this
variable.
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Males Only.
Frequency
statistic,
groups
.05.

The results

from the MANOVA's on the

Dimension using Wilk's

lambda

as the test

showed a significant effect for exceptionality

(BD, LD, MR/EH,

and NH) , F (12, 352) = 5.74, E <

No significant main effects for teacher race, F (4,

13 3) = 1.80, p > .05 or for student race, F
1.27,

p >

.05 was

found.

interaction effects were
Race,

Teacher

Exceptionality,
tionality) .

(4, 133)

=

Additionally no significant
found

(Teacher Race x Student

Race x Exceptionality,

Student Race x

and Teacher Race x Student Race x Excep

Results are consistent with the original

MANOVA's conducted in this study.
MANOVA's performed on the Importance Dimension resulted
in a main effect for Teacher Race, F (4, 133) = 2.71, e <
.05.

No

s i g n i f i c a n t main effects were

Student Race, F
tionality,

F

obtained

for

(4, 133) = 1.74, e > *05/ or for Excep

(4,

133)

=

.72, e >

*05.

No significant

interaction effects were obtained (Teacher Race x Student
Race,

Teacher Race x Exceptionality,

Student Race x Exceptionality) .

and Teacher Race x

Spearman's Rho's

(see

Table 33), however, indicate a high degree of agreement in
teacher ratings.

Also, as was shown in Table 18, correla

tions of TROSS scores with teacher race are very low.
Thus,

the statistical significance in the MANOVA appears

not to be educationally significant.
Females Only.

On the Frequency Dimension,

a signifi

cant effect was.obtained for Exceptionality, F (8 , 166) =

113

5.63,

p <

.05.

No significant main effect for Teacher

Race nor Student Race was obtained.
interaction effects were noted.

Additionally,

no

Results of the MANOVA’s

for Females Only, on the Frequency Dimension, are consis
tent with those for Males Only.
On the Importance Dimension,
those for Males Only.
Teacher

Race,

F

obtained.

A significant effect was found for

(4 , 83)

significant main

findings were the same as

= 6.77,

£ <

.05.

effects or interaction

No

other

effects were

Again, results are consistent with the findings

for Males Only.
Males Plus Females.
Frequency Dimension,
criterion,

The results of the MANOVA on the
using Wilk's

lambda

as the test

showed significant main effects for Exception

ality, F (8 , 400) =12.54, p < .05 and for Student Sex, F
(4,200)

= 2.38,

p <

.05.

effects were obtained.

No other main or interaction

Results are consistent with the

original MANOVA's conducted in this study.
that the
groups,

increase

It appears

in degrees of freedom when the two

male and female,

when combined again may have

influenced the achievement of statistical significance for
the variable of student sex.
in Table

As was previously indicated

18, the correlations of the TROSS with student

sex, age, race, and grade are all low and the significance
achieved by the variable of student sex may therefore not
be educationally significant.
On the Importance Dimension, a significant main effect
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for Teacher Race was obtained,
.05.
ors,
These

F

(4, 200)

= 8.95,

<

e

However, Spearman's Rho's, more meaningful indicat
show a high degree of concordance in rank ordering.
findings are consistent with those for Males Only

and Females Only.
Xntercorrelations of TROSS Factors
In

order

to

further

between the TROSS
per f o r m e d .
presented

The

investigate

the

relationship

Factors a correlational analysis was

resulting

in Table 34.

intercorrelation matrix

As

indicated

is

in Table 34, all

correlations but one (TROSS Frequency I with TROSS Impor
tance II) attained statistical significance; however, the
magnitude of the correlations gives a more meaningful
picture.
high

As can readily be seen in Table 34, moderate to

intercorrelations were found within each dimension

but not across dimensions.

Across dimensions correlations

were

low.

characteristically

Dimension,

Within

the

intercorrelations ranged from

.64 to

within the Importance Dimension from .52 to .93.
tions across dimensions were generally low.
of these

Frequency
.92 and
Correla

Implications

findings are that the Frequency and Importance

Dimensions are indeed two relatively unrelated subscales.
Factor Analysis
To obtain a simple structure, the items were subjected
to a Promax

(oblique)

rotation.

Promax is generally the

method of choice with correlated factors,
with the present data

(See Table 35) .

as is the case

The use of Promax

Table 34
Intercorrelations of TROSS Factor scores and Total Scoresfor Frequency and Importance Dimensions

Frequency Dimension
___________I_______II

III

IV

Importance Dimension
Total

I______II

III

Frequency

I
II

.70***

III

.74*** .64***

IV

.71*** .7 4 *** .73***

Total

.92*** .8 6 *** .89*** .85***

Importance
I

.19**

.19**

.14*

.15**

19**

II

. 12

.2 1 **

.13*

.2 0 **

18**

.52***

III

.14*

.17**

.13*

.15*

16*

.eg***

.77***

IV

.15*

.2 2 *** .14*

.23***

2 0 **

.60***

.73*** .71***

.17**

.2 2 *** .15*

.2 0 **

2 0 **

.83***

.87*** .g3***

Total

IV

Total
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Table 35
Inter-factor Correlations for the Four-Factor. Solution of
the TROSS Frequency Dimension

Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

Factor 1
Factor 2

.51531

Factor 3

.28212

Factor 4

.31566

.46629
.42637

.31853

Factor 4

117

is also consistent with the method employed by Clark,
Gresham,

and

analysis

of

Elliott
the

(1985)

TROSS.

A

in

four

the

original

factor

extracted with an "eigenvalue of one"
factors

were

(1985):

labeled,

consistent

with

factor

solution was

criterion.
Clark,

The

et a l .

Academic Performance, Social

Initiation,

Cooperation,

and Peer Reinforcement.

Table 3 6 for factor loadings for the present sample.)

(See
The

obtained four-factor solution accounted for 52% of the
variance.

The factor loadings for the present sample was

compared to those obtained in the Clark,
(1985).

(See Table 37-40.)

et al.

study

In Tables 37-40, coefficients

of congruence (Harman,

1976) are also presented.

cients

are based upon the relationship

of congruence

Coeffi

between pairs of factor loadings for corresponding factors
and are computed using the following formula:
rc = . al

*

a2

x

£a2

where:
rc = coefficient of congruence
a^ = factor loading for one sample
a 2 = factor loading for another sample
Coefficients of congruence of approximately .90 or greater
are

usually

considered to represent

equivalence (Harman, 1976) .

factor

structure

As can be seen from Table 36,

all coefficients of congruence exceeded the .90-or-greater
criterion.

For Factor I, Academic Performance, a coeffi-
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Table 36

Factor Loading of the TROSS for the Present: Sample:
Frequency Dimension
Factor Loadings
IV
XI
III

Factor I. Academic Performance

X

Produces correct academic work.

.80

-.03

Completes classroom assignments
in required time.

.76

.12

-.12

.04

Presents academic work before
class or small group.

.74

.03

-.09

.12

Follows teacher's verbal directions.

.73

.03

.09

.01

Easily makes transition from one
activity to another.

.69

.04

.09

.14

Asks questions of teacher when
unsure, at appropriate time.

.69

.18

-.09

.07

-.04

.0 !

Attempts classroom tasks before
asking for teacher assistance.

.68

-.04

-.16

.22

Attends to class speakers.

.62

.06

.17

.06

Looks at teacher when instructed.

.61

.09

.21

-.02

Keeps desk neat and clean.

.56

.03

.27

-.33

Uses time productively while
waiting for teacher assistance.

.56

-.07

.18

.26

Requests assistance, explanations,
or instructions from teacher.

.55

.29

-.06

-.06

Uses free time in acceptable manner.

.54

.10

.19

.22

Distinguishes truth from untruth.

.54

.16

.12

.02

Puts work materials or school
property away carefully.

.52

.05

.35

-.38

Ignores peer distractions when
doing classwork.

.46

-.19

.34

.20
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Table 36 (continued)

_____Factor Loadings
Factor II. Social Initiation____________ I_____II

III

IV

Interacts with peers.

.03

.75

-.01

Initiates conversations with
new class members.

.10

.68

-.25 ‘ .24

Initiates conversations with peers.

.07

.67

.01

-.04

-.13

.60

.17

.11

Participates in games or activities.

.16

.59

. 01

.04

Displays sense of humor.

.12

.54

.02

.01

Invites peers to join an ongoing
game.

-.03

.54

.24

-.07

Acknowledges compliments or praise
from peers when deserved.

-.06

.53

.34

-.07

. 20

.52

-.21

.35

-.02

.51

-.16

.38

Appropriately joins an activity
or groups.

.27

.43

.17

-.01

Says and/or does nice things for
self when deserved.

.11

.34

.16

.16

Responds to teasing by changing
the subject.

-.04

-.19

.76

.03

Waits turn when playing games.

-.003

.16

.72

-.12

Controls temper in conflict.

-.05

-.06

.69

.20

Politely refuses unreasonable
requests by others.

-.003

-.10

.64

.36

.002

.01

.64

.15

Nonverbally interacts with other
students (smiles, nods, etc.).

Introduces self to new people on
own initiative.
Invites peers to play.

.03

Factor III, Cooneration

Tolerates peers whose character
istics are different from one's
own (e.g. ethnic group, handi
capped, etc.).
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Table 36 (Continued)

Factor III. Cooperation_________________ I____II____III

__IV

Accepts peer's ideas and suggestions
for play.
Uses appropriate tone of voice
in classroom.
Cooperates with peers without
being told.

-.08

.20

.63

-.00

.15 -.10

.62

.12

-.004 .30

.61

.09

-.04

.19

.59

.05

Follows rules whenplayinggames.

.20

.09

.58

-.08

Requests permission to use peer's
property.

.03

.11

.57

.06

Responds to physical aggression
by appropriate means.

,10 -.09

.55

.27

Shows empathy for peers.

.01

.14

.48

.27

.10

.15

.05

.61

.38

.58

.48

.02

.52

Shares materials with others.

Factor IV. Peer Reinforcement
Appropriately expresses opinions
or beliefs.
Speaks out in appropriate manner
when treated unfairly by peers or
teachers.
Makes positive statements to
other children (nice job).

-.02 -.02
-.05

Congratulates peers on
accomplishment.

.002

.26

.12

.52

Volunteers to help peers on
classroom tasks when needed.

.06

.30

.06

.49

-.05

.43

.12

.46

Compromises in conflict
situations.

.11 -.00

.39

.45

Appropriately expresses anger
when classmate takes belongings
without asking.

.19

.27

.43

Praises peers.

-.21
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Table 36 (Continued)
Factor IV. Peer Reinforcement___________ I_____IT____III
Questions rules which may be
unjust in appropriate manner.

.09

.20

.15

IV

.38
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Table 37

Factor I (Academic Performance) Loadincrs for the TROSS for
the Present Sample and the Clark, Gresham, and Elliott (1985)
Sample

Item Number *

Present Sample

Clark, Gresham,
& Elliott 1985

41

.80

.76

11

.76

.81

38

.74

.65

14

.73

.73

1

.69

.78

19

.68

.58

10

.62

.67

9

.61

.70

39

.56

.70

20

.56

.78

36

.55

.25

21

.54

.77

22

.54

.47

40

.52

.70

49

.46

.70

Coefficient of Congruence = .98_________________________ _
★R ef e r to A p p e n d i x C for
a c o m p l e t e copy of the
scale.

Table 38
Factor II (Social Initiation^ Loadings for the TROSS for the

Present Sample and the Clark, Gresham, and Elliott f!985^
Sample

Item Number

Present Number

Clark, Gresham,
& Elliott (1985)

26

.75

.81

24

.68

.79

18

.67

.69

47

.60

.67

25

.59

.71

3

.54

.70

7

.54

.68

4

.53

.43

28

.52

.71

23

.51

.76

27

.43

.68

5

.34

.53

Coefficient of Concrruence = .99
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Table 39

Factor III

(Cooperation^

Loadings for the TROSS for the

Present Sample, and the Clark. Gresham, and Elliott fl9851
Sample

. Item Number

Present Sample

Clark, Gresham,
& Elliott ri9851

16

.76

.37

31

.72

.82

37

.69

.78

48

.64

.51

6

.64

.69

2

.63

.66

13

.62

.32

33

.61

.77

32

.59

.78

8

.58

.67

35

.57

.46

17

.55

.64

12

.48

.49

Coefficient of Congruence = .96
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Table 40
Factor IV (Peer Reinforcements Loadings for the TROSS for the
Present Sample and the Clark. Gresham, and Elliott f!985)
Sample
1
' Claric, Gresham,
Item Number_____________ Present Sample_____& Elliott 6.9853

29

.52

.76

50

.52

.70

30

.46

.76

34

.45

.17

15

.38

.50

Coefficient of Congruence = .94
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cient of .98 was obtained;
tion,

.99;

for Factor II, Social Initia

for Factor III,

Cooperation,

Factor IV, Peer Reinforcement,

.94.

.96; and for

The results indicate

that the factor structure obtained in the present study
replicates the structure obtained by Clark et al.

(1985).

Reliability
The reliability

of the TROSS was

Cronbach Alpha method which
intercorrelations.

estimated by the

is largely based on item

The 50-item TROSS obtained a coeffi

cient of .96 for the Frequency Dimension and .95 for the
Importance Dimension

(see Table 41).

On the Frequency

Dimension of the scale a reliability coefficient of .93
was obtained on Factor I, .89 on Factor II,
III,

and .75 on Factor IV.

.92 on Factor

For the Importance Dimension

reliability coefficients of .89 on Factor I, .85 on Factor
II,

.86

on Factor III,

indicates

th at

the

and .67 on Factor IV.

TROSS

exhibits

The data

a high degree of

internal consistency.
Concurrent Validity
The concurrent validity of the TROSS was investigated
by obtaining correlations between the TROSS and two oftenemployed measures of academic competence,
Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised

(WISC-R)

Woodcock-Johnson Psychoeducational Battery
Table 42) .
for

the

the Wechsler

(W-J) .

and the
( See

Table 43 shows means and standard deviations

groups.

Very

low to

low correlations were

obtained between the TROSS and the WISC-R and none of the
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Table 41
Cronbach's Alpha Coefficients for the TROSS

Dimension
TROSS Factor_____________ Frequency__________ Importance
I

.93

.89

II

.89

.85

III

.92

.86

IV

.75

.67

.96

.95

Total Score
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Table 42

Correlations of the TROSS with 10 and Achievement Scores
for the Entire Sample

WISC—Ra
TROSS

VIO

w-jk

PIO

FSIO

Rdncr

Math

Wrttn
Lana

I , Academic
Performance

.11

.18

.10

.09

.18

.23*

II, Social
Initiation

.04 -.05

-.01

.11

.19

.30**

III, Cooperation .12

.22

.11

.06

.11

.13

IV, Peer
.16
Reinforcement

.10

.10

.10

.09

.15

Total Score

.16

.10

.11

.18

.25*

.14

aWechsler Intelligence scale for Children - Revised (WISC-R)
Verbal

IQ

(VIQ), Performance

(PIQ), and Full Scale IQ

(FSIQ).
^Woodcock-Johnson Psychoeducational Battery (W-J), Reading
(Rdng), and Written Language (Wrttn Lang).
*E < .05

**E <

.01.

Table 43

Means and Standard Deviations of Academic Competence Measures
for Students of Differing Exceptionalities

Variable

Behavior Disordered

WISC-Ra

n = 15

Learning Disabled
n = 30

Mild MR/Education
allv HandicaDned
n = 27

VIQ

83.14

10.24

84.15

9.81

73.26

8.84

PIQ

90.71

12.66

92.07

14.11

74.78

11.83

FSIQ

86.38

10.85

86.77

10.77

72.13

9.39

W-Jb

n - 47

n = 18

n = 34

Rdng

84.56

10.67

79.38

8.63

71.15

5.49

Math

84.39

9.68

82.79

10.13

71.97

6.01

Wrttn
lang

85.39

79.58

8.67

72.06

6.57

10.0

aWechsler Intelligence Scale for Children - Revised (WISC-R), Verbal IQ
(VIQ), Performance IQ (PIQ), and Full Scale IQ (FSIQ).
bWoodcock-Johnson Psychoeducational Battery
Written Language

(W-J), Reading (Rdng) and
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correlations obtained significance

(p > .05).

Three of

the correlations between the TROSS and the Woodcock-John
son achieved statistical

significance

(See Table 42);

however, the magnitude of the correlations was low to very
low.
Separate correlations were also computed between the
academic competence measures and the TROSS for each handi
capped group.

Correlations for the Behavior Disordered

group (N = 23) ranged from .03 to .32 for the TROSS with
WISC-R and from .02 to
cock-Johnson.

.47 for the TROSS with the Wood-

For the Learning Disabled group

(N = 58),

obtained correlations ranged from .02 to .25 (TROSS and
WISC-R) and from .01 to .32 (TROSS and W-J).

Correlations

for the Mild MR/Educationally Handicapped group

(N = 44)

ranged from .01 to .16 (TROSS and WISC-R) and from .03 to
.33 (TROSS and W-J).
The data

indicate that the TROSS,

total

score

and

separate factor scores, correlates poorly with measures of
academic competence such as the WISC-R and Woodcock-John
son.
A correction for restriction of range, which would be
based on the relationship
standard

deviations

standard deviations
students,
Table

of estimates

obtained

from averages

of sample

for handicapped and nonhandicapped

might appear to be warranted.

2 shows,

of population

however,

that

Inspection of

averaging of standard

deviations would result in very similar estimated standard
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deviations
groups.

for both the handicapped and nonhandicapped

Discussion

As discussed in the introduction to this study,
comprehensive

assessment

multi-method approach.
the

assessment

investigate

Ratings

skills

skills

The present research was designed

Skills

(TROSS Gresham

1984) , which promises to fill this gap.
has

be e n

shown

validity,
remain.

ma n y
There

to

possess

previously
is

a

is a time-efficient

a newly developed scale,

of Social

involves

currently the greatest lack in

of social

teacher rating scale.
to

of social

a

also

the Teacher
and Elliott,

While the scale

adequate reliability
unaddressed

a need

issues

and

still

for a replication

of

findings from the one previous study on the scale (Clark,
Gresham and Elliott,

1985).

The present research was

designed to address a number of different issues.
One major issue investigated in the present study
involved the efficiency of the TROSS in discriminating the
group membership of handicapped students and nonhandicapp
ed students.
to

This investigation was designed specifically

investigate the ability of the scale to discriminate

among

Behavior Disordered,

Learning

Disabled,

Mildly

Mentally Retarded/Educationally Handicapped and Nonhandi
capped students.
the

present

Results from discriminant analyses of

research

suggest
132

that

the TROSS

is not
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effective in correctly discriminating among students from
this population.
In this study the discriminant functions derived for
the Males Only group

(all exceptionalities)

resulted in

correctly classifying 51.3% to 55.1% of the students.
Considering

the

fact that there were

differences

among the means

of the

no

BD,

students this result is not surprising.
analysis groups

(Male Only,

F e m a l e s ) , differences

students were nonsignificant.
for TROSS Factor I,
TROSS total scores.

II,

LD and MR/EH
For all three

Female Only,

among the- means

significant

and Males Plus
of handicapped

This was true of the means

III and IV scores and for the

The only clear differences in means

were registered between nonhandicapped and handicapped
(BD, LD, and MR/EH) students.

As noted previously, these

findings led to conducting further discriminant analyses
with a collapsed group of handicapped students as compared
to a group of nonhandicapped students.
A factor which may have contributed to the inability
to

obtain good discriminant classification

among the

various exceptionalities is the nature of the diagnostic
process

itself.

Although

"diagnostic

slippage"

is

inherent

in any classification system, the most potent

factor may be that of the decision-making process employed
by

the

assessment

criteria themselves.

teams

rather

than the diagnostic

As Ysseldyke, Algozinne, Regan and
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McGue (1979) point out, team decisions are often influenc
ed by variables external to the particular set of regula
tions

being used

for classification purposes.

Also,

diagnostic decisions often appear to be independent of the
evaluation data the placement team takes with it to the
decision-making stage of an assessment.
parental
retarded,

Such factors as

resistance to certain classifications
for example)

(mentally

as well as pressures from school

administrators for the placement of students may override
the

data

which may

and

diagnostic

crite r i a .

Other variables

influence decisions of the evaluation teams

include the educational and personal philosophies of the
team members themselves.

Given these factors impinging

upon the diagnostic process, the eventual diagnostic label
applied to students may be quite independent of profiles
of educational

behaviors.

As such,

categories such as

learning disabled and mildly mentally retarded become much
less discrete.

Perhaps then the inability to discriminate

among exceptionalities using the TROSS is not so surpris
ing.
When the data was collapsed into only two categories
of students, handicapped and nonhandicapped,

the increase

in the percentage of students classified correctly by the
derived discriminant functions was marked.

Using these

two groupings the TROSS appears to be highly effective in
correctly discriminating membership in the handicapped and
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nonhandicapped groups.
discriminant

In the present investigation the

functions derived from the TROSS correctly

classified 72% of the male students,

73% of the female

students, and 74% of the entire sample of students.

Using

a stepwise regression procedure, differences were noted in
the

factors of the TROSS

retained for the discriminant

functions of the different groups.
ly,

Factor I,

Academic

As reported previous

Performance,

Factor II,

Social

Initiation, and Factor III, Cooperation, were retained for
the Males Only group.
I, Academic

For the Females Only group Factor

Performance,

Factor III,

Cooperation,

Factor IV, Peer Reinforcement were retained.
hypothesis

as

functions

was

to why this
found

difference

lies

in the

behaviors.

A tentative

in discriminant

differential

expectations for male and female children
and the subsequent reinforcement

and

(Mussen,

social
1970)

of different sets of

Females may be differentially reinforced for

the more verbal type behaviors included within the Peer
Reinforcement

fa c t or

such

as

"praises

peers",

while

males may be differentially reinforced for behaviors such
as

"participates

in games or activities".

Replication

studies are needed, however, to determine if this male-fe
male difference on the TROSS occurs with other samples.
When the TROSS

total

score was used,

only a small

increase was noted in the percentage of students classi
fied correctly.

For the Males

Only group,

74% of the
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students were correctly classified,
group,

77%,

for the Females Only

and for the Males Plus Females group,

74%.

The present data indicate that the use of the TROSS total
score does not significantly increase the effectiveness of
the TROSS in discriminating handicapped from nonhandicap
ped students.

This finding might lead to the suggestion

of the construction of two separate forms of the scale,
one for males and one for females.
ations, however,
addition,

Practicality consider

dictate the use of the total scale.

In

data from the rank ordering of the items by

importance

indicates

that the group

of teachers

who

completed the rankings in the present study view some of
the Peer Reinforcement and Social Initiation items are
being

equally

important

for both males

and females.

Removal of the items on separate sex forms of the scale
would eliminate items which may represent crucial target
behaviors

in the design of interventions

for individ

ual children.
Since the present research represents the preliminary
investigation of the discriminative efficiency of the
TROSS,
ble.

direct comparison to other studies is not possi
The

however,

social

skills

assessment

literature does,

contain investigations of other social skills

rating scales.

A major study is the investigation of the

validity of Stephen's Social Behavior Assessment (SBA) in
discriminating emotionally disabled students from nonhan
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dicapped students reported by Stumme, Gresham,
(1982) .

and Scott

Using the 136-item SBA those researchers found

that the SBA could be used to correctly identify 83% of
the subjects.
of

74%

Compared to these findings,

correct

classification

the obtaining

for the much

shorter,

50-item TROSS in the present investigation appears quite
impressive.
A second major area addressed in the present study
was that of importance of the behaviors specified in the
TROSS as perceived by teachers of differing races
and white teachers) .

(black

Both groups of teachers tended to

view academic related behaviors as most

important and

peer-to-peer social skills as least important.

This seems

to be true regardless of the race, sex or exceptionality
of the students.

The results of the present study support

the studies by Stumme, Gresham, and Scott (1982, 1983) who
reported that teachers valued academic-related social
skills more than
skills.

social-related or interpersonal social

Present findings are also consistent with studies

by Cartledge and Milburn
(1982)

who

(1980)

and Walker and Rankin

found a similarly high valuing of the more

academic performance oriented social skills.
A third important question addressed by this investi
gation concerns possible biases in ratings on the TROSS.
Present findings indicate that the Frequency Dimension of
the TROSS

is free of rater bias with no effects being
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found for teacher race.
TROSS

The Frequency Dimension of the

is also free of ratee sex bias as no significant

effects were
Present

found for student race

results

(black or white) .

are consistent with the preliminary

investigation of the TROSS

(Clark et al.

similar lack of bias was reported.
TROSS as used in the Clark et al.
the Frequency Dimension only.

1985)

(Note.

in which

The original

(1985) study contained

Any comparisons to that

study then will necessarily only include the one dimension
- Frequency) .

If other replication studies support the

findings of this and the study by Clark et al. (1985), the
TROSS Frequency Dimension may be considered a non-biased
instrument.
could

No judgments regarding teacher sex effects

be made

due to the

lack of sufficiently

large

numbers of both male and female teachers in the sample.
However,
al.
also

in addition to replicating the study by Clark et

(1985), the present study indicates that the TROSS is
free

of bias

in terms

the student being rated.

of the exceptionality of

The TROSS can be recommended for

use with handicapped and nonhandicapped students.
For

the

Importance

Dimension,

Spearman's

Rho's

indicate a high degree of agreement in ratings.

Data

indicate that both black and white teachers rank order
individual items in relatively the same way.

The rankings

across student sex, student race and exceptionalities also
showed a high degree of agreement.

All data indicate that
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the Importance Dimension
ratings.
is

is relatively free of bias in

Further research with other samples of teachers

needed,

however,

prior to drawing

conclusions

as

present results may prove to be sample-specific.
A fourth issue addressed concerns the factor struc
ture of the TROSS.
on the TROSS

As noted earlier the original research

(Clark et al.,

1985) showed the TROSS to be

composed of four major factors.
Academic Performance,

The first factor, labeled

encompasses behaviors related to

completing academic work, proper handling of materials,
and paying attention to the teacher.
Social Initiation,

includes behaviors related to initiat

ing interaction with peers.
tion,
The

The second factor,

The third factork Coopera

includes sharing and following the rules of games.

fourth factor, Peer Reinforcement,

includes praising

peers and making positive statements to peers.
The factor structure derived in the present investi
gation completely replicates the previous work on the
scale.
The percentage of variance accounted

for by the four

factors in the present study was 54% as compared with 57%
in the original work.

Inspection of individual items by

factor show a high degree of agreement.

Coefficients of

congruence computed on the two factor structures yielded
agreement indexes of .98 for Factor I, .99 for Factor II,
.96 for Factor III, and .94 for Factor IV.

All coeffi

140

cients exceed the
Harman (1976).

.9 0-or-greater criterion suggested by-

As such, the original four-factor solution

for the scale can be largely considered to represent a
true one.

The fact that the factor structure was equiva

lent for both the original and present studies is made
more meaningful when the differences in the samples are
considered.

The original study used a randomly selected

student population

in which one would expect a greater

proportion of nonhandicapped students in contrast to the
present study, which was specifically designed to include
equal numbers of handicapped and nonhandicapped students.
Thus, the factor structure has been replicated using two
quite different samples.
A fifth issue addressed in the present study concerns
that of reliability of the TROSS.

In the current investi

gation, reliability was assessed through use of Cronbach's
coefficient alpha.

Coefficients for the separate factor

scores ranged from .75 to .93 on the Frequency Dimension
and from

.67 to

.89 on the importance Dimension.

score coefficients

obtained were

Total

.96 on the Frequency

Dimension and .95 on the Importance Dimension.

Comparing

present results to those of the original work on the TROSS
indicates

a high degree of agreement.

Clark,

et a l .

(1985) reported a coefficient of .96 for the total scale.
The high level of coefficients obtained in both investiga
t i ons

indicate

that

the

TROSS

is a highly reliable
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instrument for the assessment of social skills.
A sixth major issue investigated in the present study
was the concurrent validity of the TROSS and measures of
academic

competence.

Academic

competence

measures

included the Weschler-Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised and the Woodcock-Johnson Psychoeducational Battery.
Results
TROSS

showed low to very low correlations between the

and standardized measures of academic competence.

This data

appears to be in variance with the original

investigation in which statistically significant,

strong

correlations were found .between the TROSS and an academic
measure,

The

Teacher Ratings

(TRAP, Reschley,
from

.61 to

tion,

1979).

of Academic

The reported correlations ranged

.65 on the 5-item TRAP.

however,

Performance

Upon closer inspec

the differences in findings appear to be

related to method variance.

Since the TRAP is a teacher

rating scale as is the TROSS, closer correlations between
the

measures

might be

expected.

academic competence measures

On

the

other hand,

in the present study were

norm-referenced individually administered instruments with
which such high correlations (as with the TRAP) might not
be

expected.

present

It

should

also be

remembered

that

the

investigation represents of the TROSS and stan

dardized tests of academic competence.

As such,

results

are not definitive and further research in this area is
needed.
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Another avenue of investigation would involve the
combining of a second method device, such as sociometrics,
with the TROSS,

and conducting discriminative efficiency

studies to determine if the percentages of students who
can

be

correctly

identified

as to nonhandicapped

or

handicapped group membership would increase.
Additional
warranted.

concurrent validity

Studies

should be

studies

designed

to

are also

assess

the

relationship of the TROSS and methods of judging academic
competence other than tests such as the WISC-R or Woodcock
Johnson.

The use of grade point averages and school-based

achievement tests are suggested.

The TROSS should also be

compared with other teacher rating scales of social skills
such as Stephen's Social Behavior Assessment and with
differing methods of social skills assessment such as peer
ratings or sociometrics.
Further research is also needed to assess test-retest
and inter-rater reliability as well as to investigate the
effects of teachers1 sex on social skills ratings.
General Conclusions
Based on the results of this study, the TROSS appears
to be a highly reliable instrument for the assessment of
social skills which is also highly effective in discrimi
nating handicapped and nonhandicapped students.
the

TROSS

in

a multi-method

assessment

Use of

of students

suspected of being handicapped would probably add to the
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validity of the judgments made.
Although primarily a selection/screening device, the
TROSS

Importance Dimension should also prove useful in

program design for students who are diagnosed as requiring
special education services.
as

important

should be

The behaviors a teacher views

included

in educational

plans

designed to provide training for social skills problems.
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Appendix A
Intercorrelatlons Between Walker Totals. Walker Factors. THOSS-C Totals. and TROSS-C Factors
AO

WDL

WDL

.56***

---

DIS

.86***

DIS

DPR

IHH

WALKER

TROSS-C

ACADEMIC
PERFORMANCE

SOCIAL
INITIATION

COOPERATION

PEER
REINFORCEMENT

AO

--

.37***

--

.67***

.54***

.64***

---

.71***

.80***

.82***

.79***

.58***

WALKER

.91***

TROSS-C

.56***

-.40*** -.39***

-.45*** -,2B**

-.54***

---

ACADEMIC
PERFORMANCE

,46***

-.36*** -.51***

-.42*** -.22*

-.50***

.86***

---

SOCIAL
INITIATION

.45***

-.45***

-.44*** -.30**

-.45***

.80***

.52***

-.26

- 33***

-.33*** -.19

-.46***

.B8***

.70***

.56***

-.29**

-.31***

.64***

.38***

.48***

COOPERATION

- .56***

PEER
.30**
REINFORCEMENT

*£ .OS.

**g .01.
Note.

©

.66***

IMM

1

.53***

.57***

OPR

-.32*** -.12

-.24

--

--

•**£ .001.

AO ■ Acting Out,

WDL - Withdrawal,

DIS » Distractability,

DPR ■ Disturbed Peer Relations, IHH

Inmaturity

173

174

Appendix B
Bulletin 1508 Definitions and Criteria of Eligibility
of the Handicapping Conditions
BEHAVIOR DISORDERED
I.

DEFINITION

A b e h a v i o r d i s o r d e r is a pattern of situationally
inappropriate interpersonal or intrapersonal behavior which
is exhibited over an extended period of time and to a
significant degree, and which cannot be explained by intel
lectual, sensory, neurological, or general health factors.
One or more of the following behavior patterns shall be
exhibited:
A.

I n a p p r o p r i a t e types
normal circumstances?

of behavior

or

feelings

B.

A general pervasive mood of unhappiness,
or withdrawal; or

c.

A t e n d e n c y to d e v e l o p p h y s i c a l symptoms
associated with personal or school problems.

under

depression,
or

fear

NOTE:
The term never includes students who are autistic:
it may include students who are socially maladjusted if it
is determined that they are also behavior disordered.
NOTE:
Children with behavior problems brought on by a
temporary crisis situation, such as death in the family,
illness, or other economic or social problems are generally
not i n c l u d e d in this category unless all eligibility
criteria are met.
II.

CRITERIA FOR ELIGIBILITY

Evidence for A, B, C, and D below are all required.
A.

Evidence that the student, after receiving supportive
regular educational assistance and counseling, still
e x h i b i t s a b e h a v i o r disorder consistent with the
definition.
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B.

Evidence that the student, after receiving interven
t i o n s e r v i c e s in the Pupil A p p r a i s a l Assessment
Program specific to the behaviors of concern, exhibits
a behavior disorder consistent with the definition.
This evidence shall include, at a minimum, the results
of the systematic measurement of the behavior conduct
ed according to the Procedures for Evaluation which
indicate the failure of the intervention to signifi
cantly modify the problem behavior.

NOTE:
" S i g n i f i c a n t l y modify" means that a change in
b e h a v i o r is demonstrated to such a degree that, with
continuation of the intervention program by the regular
teacher, and, when necessary, minimal pupil appraisal or
student services support, the student could continue in the
regular education program.
C.

Evidence that the behavior disorder, as determined by
a comprehensive psychological or psychiatric evalua
tion, has existed over an extended period of time.

D.

Evidence that the student's educational performance is
adversely affected as a result of the behavior disor
der.

NOTE:
If it is the j u d g m e n t of the pupil appraisal
staff that all possible interventions and adjustments in
the regular program have been exhausted or are impractical
because of the severity of the student's behavior, evidence
for criteria A and B shall not be required.
III.

PROCEDURES FOR SCREENING

A.

General Screening Procedures shall be followed.

B.

In addition to those interventions specified in the
General Screening Procedures, the following interven
tions should also be considered.
1.

Structured interventions provided by community
agencies or licensed mental health professionals.

2.

Structured interventions provided by pupil apprais
al or student services personnel.

3.

A change in techniques of instruction or classroom
management.

C.

Suspension or expulsion shall not constitute an inter
vention .

D.

if the student is referred by a public agency or a
qualified private service provider, screening proce
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dures shall be waived for areas in which that agency
supplies comprehensive reports.
NOTE:
If the behavior of the student poses an immediate
danger to himself or others, an immediate referral shall be
made to pupil appraisal services for an individual evalua
tion and any necessary screening conducted concurrent with
the individual evaluation.
In such cases, the initial
evaluation question should be whether or not a referral to
a community mental health center should be initiated.
IV.
A.

PROCEDURES FOR EVALUATION

The Pupil A p p r a i s a l A s s e s s m e n t P r o g r a m shall be
conducted for students suspected of being Behavior
Disordered and shall include:
1.

Sensory screening, if not previously conducted.

2.

A review of the student's educational, social, and
medical history, including the attendance record.

3.

An interview with the student.

4.

An interview with the student's teacher in order
to specify and behaviorally define the areas of
concern, determine the teacher's expectations for
the student and class, and clarify any previous
interventions.

5.

A family interview conducted by a social worker or
other appropriate pupil appraisal staff member in
order to determine if the problem behavior occurs
out-of-school, and if so, when, where, and under
what circumstances.
The family interview should
address such additional factors as:
a.

A n a p p r a i s a l of the e x p e c t a t i o n s of
p a r e n t s for the st u d e n t in the home
school environment;

b.

The parent's
behavior;

c.

P a r e n t a l e fforts to deal with the problem
b e h a v i o r at home and/or through community
service agency contact;

d.

The impact of social, cultural, emotional,
health, and/or family factors on the problem
behavior;

e.

A

perceptions

determination

of the

of

the

student's

the
and

problem

strengths
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and weaknesses, relationships with peers and
siblings, and self-concept as perceived by
the family; and
f.

Clarification of educational history informa
tion and other concerns of evaluation team
members.

6.

Observation and study of the student's academic
a n d / o r s o c i a l b e h a v i o r s in d a i l y a c t i v i t i e s
conducted by pupil appraisal personnel.

7.

The development and implementation of individ
u a l i n t e r v e n t i o n s w h i c h m u s t be conducted or
d i r e c t e d by p u p i l a p p r a i s a l p e r s o n n e l for a
reasonable period of time.
a.

I n d i v i d u a l b e h a v i o r a l i n t e r v e n t i o n s are
designed to improve or determine if sufficient
i m p r o v e m e n t can be m a d e in the student's
behavior in the regular classroom with regular
education modifications and/or support servic
es, or

b.

I n d i v i d u a l instructional interventions are
d e s i g n e d to d e t e r m i n e whether the student
l e a r n s (e.g., a c q u i s i t i o n , comprehension,
retention) as a handicapped or as a nonhandi
capped student.

8.

Systematic measurement of academic and/or social
b e h a v i o r s of c o n c e r n c o n d u c t e d p r i o r to and
following implementation of the intervention or
prior to implementation with repeated measures
during the intervention.

9.

An analysis of the results of the individual inter
vention (s) .

10. An evaluation of the results of any other assess
ment activities conducted.
B.

Diagnostic assessment shall be conducted at any point
during the evaluation process when determined necessary
and shall include at a minimum (if not previously
conducted):
1.

Sensory screening;

2.

A review of the student's educational and medical
history;

3.

An interview
A. 5. above);

with

the

s tudent's

parents

(see
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4.

An i n t e r v i e w with the student's
A. 4. above);

teachers

(see

5.

An educational evaluation conducted by a qualified
p u pil appraisal staff member to determine the
student's level of performance in academic areas,
which includes formal and informal assessment, a
curriculum-based analysis of academic errors, an
estimate or determination of instructional and
frustrational levels, and an evaluation of the
appropriateness of the curriculum being employed;
and

6.

A comprehensive evaluation conducted by a certi
fied school psychologist, licensed psychologist,
or psychiatrist.
The evaluation shall include, at
a minimum, an appraisal of the student's cogni
tive, emotional, and social functioning; self-con
cept; an interview with the student; and an evalua
tion of the information obtained as a result of the
pupil appraisal assessment program.

NOTE;
When the nature of the behavior disorder is to a
severe degree, the student should be classified as Behavior
Disordered and the reported impairment should indicate
Emotionally Disturbed.
7.

A medical or neurological evaluation when it is
suspected that physical or neurological difficul
ties may be the cause of, or are related to, the
behavior of concern.
V.

CLARIFICATION OF TERMS

A.

"Emotionally disturbed." A serious pattern of behavior
which enables a student to be classified as behavior
disordered and which is so severe as to require special
education services for the full school day or longer
and for which extended individual therapy/counseling or
other related services are needed.
This term includes
students who are schizophrenic.

B.

"Situationallv inappropriate.11 The behavior, while
possibly acceptable in some settings or situations, is
inappropriate to a significant degree for the situation
in which it is viewed as a problem, and is inconsistent
w i t h the e x p l i c i t or implied expectations of the
setting and the persons therein.

C.

"An extended period of t i m e ." The case history of
students suspected of being behavior disordered should
indicate that the behavior disorder has been evident or
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emergent in some setting for at least two months prior
to being identified as a serious problem and referred
to pupil appraisal services with the following excep
tions.
Rapid onset of some behavior disorders may
occur with students suspected of being emotionally
disturbed or of danger to self or others.
Students with behavior problems brought on by a tempor
ary crisis situation, such as death in the family,
illness, or economic or social problems are generally
not included in this category unless all eligibility
criteria are met.
D.

"Socially maladjusted." A student who has chronic
difficulty conforming to accepted social values or
rules in school, home, or community, who has been
suspended or expelled, or who has been adjudicated
through the courts or through other involvements with
correctional agencies, is not automatically eligible
for placement in a program for the Behavior Disorder
ed.
Ordinary classroom behavior problems and social
problems, such as delinquency and drug abuse, do not
automatically qualify a student as to be classified as
Behavior Disordered.
VI.

RE-EVALUATION

The re-evaluation of students classified as Behavior
Disordered shall include, at a minimum:
A.

All requirements specified under the Individual Evalua
tion Process: Re-Evaluation Section.

B.

A comprehensive evaluation conducted by a certified
school psychologist, a licensed psychologist, or a
psychiatrist which includes, at a minimum, an appraisal
of the student's cognitive, emotional, and social
functioning; self concept; an interview with the child;
and an evaluation of any information obtained as a
result of the provision of related services to the
student.

C.

Observation of a student's behavior in the classroom
(or other placement setting) conducted by a pupil
appraisal staff member in order to determine whether or
not the child continues to manifest the behavior(s)
which led to the original classification as Behavior
Disordered.

D.

If, as a r e s u l t of the r e - e v a l u a t i o n
conducted in A., B., and C. above, the
determined to be nonexceptional, a one-year
al p r o g r a m m a y be recommended for the

activities
student is
transition
student in
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accordance with

457B. of the Act 754 regulations.
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LEARNING DISABLED
I.

DEFINITION

Learning Disabled means severe and unique learning
problems as a result of significant difficulties in the
a c q u i s i t i o n , organization, or expression of specific
academic skills or concepts.
These learning problems are
typically manifested in school functioning as significantly
p o o r p e r f o r m a n c e in such areas as reading, writing,
spelling, a r i t h m e t i c r e a s o n i n g or calculation, oral
expression or comprehension, or the acquisition of basic
concepts.
The te r m in c l u d es such conditions as attentional
deficit, perceptual handicaps, process disorders, minimal
brain dysfunction, brain injury, dyslexia, developmental
aphasia, or sensory-motor dysfunction, when consistent with
these criteria.
The term does not include students who have learning
problems which are primarily the result of visual, hearing,
or motoric handicaps, mental retardation, a behavior disor
der, or environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantage.
II.

CRITERIA FOR ELIGIBILITY

Criteria A through D must all be met.
A.

The learning problems are not due primarily to such
factors as:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

lack of educational opportunity,
emotional stress in the home or school,
difficulty adjusting to school,
curricular change or temporary crisis situations,
other handicapping conditions,
environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantage,
and/or
lack of motivation.

B.

There must be evidence that the student, after receiv
ing supportive and remedial regular education assist
ance . still exhibits a learning disability consistent
with the definition.
Students eligible for compensa
t o r y or remedial education procrrams shall receive
assistance in these programs prior to being considered
for special educational services.

C.

There must be evidence that the student, after receiv
ing services in the Pupil Appraisal Assessment Program
specific to the identified learning problems, exhibits
a learning disability consistent with the definition.
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This evidence shall include, at a minimum, the results
of the s y s t e m a t i c m e a s u r e m e n t of the identified
specific learning problems, conducted according to the
procedures for evaluation, which indicate that the
student’s learning abilities are significantly impaired
with respect to those of nonhandicapped students.
D.

There must be evidence of a severe discrepancy between
achievement and ability as demonstrated by a difference
of at least one standard deviation between the stu
dent 's strongest and weakest performance in academic
areas described as follows:
1.

A relative academic strength as demonstrated by
performance no more than one standard deviation
below the mean in grades 3 through 12 or one-half
s t a n d a r d deviation below the mean in grades K
through 2 for the grade level appropriate for the
child's chronological age in one or more of the
areas listed under 2 below.
The relative academic
s t r e n g t h must, in addition, be at least one
standard deviation higher than the lowest academic
area identified in 2 below.
The standard error
measurement may be considered in individual cases.

2.

An academic deficit or deficits, as demonstrated
by p e r f o r m a n c e g r e a t e r than one and one-half
standard deviations below the mean in grades K
through 2, or two standard deviations below the
mean in grades 3 through 12 for the grade level
appropriate for the student's chronological age in
one or more of the following areas.
The standard
error of measurement may be considered in individual cases.
a.

Reading recognition (basic reading skill),

b.

Reading comprehension.

c.

Math calculations,

d.

Math reasoning,

e.

Oral expression,

f . Listening comprehension,
g-

Written expression (e.g., spelling), and

h.

Other age-appropriate developmental skill areas
when more appropriate for kindergarten students
(e.g., preacademic skills).
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III.

PROCEDURE FOR SCREENING

General Screening Procedures shall be followed.
IV.
A.

PROCEDURES FOR EVALUATION

T h e P u p i l A p p r a i s a l A s s e s s m e n t P r o g r a m shall be
conducted for students suspected of being Learning
Disabled and shall include:
1.

Sensory screening, if not previously conducted.

2.

A review of the student's educational, social, and
medical history, including the attendance record.

3.

An interview with the student.

4.

An interview with the student's teacher in order
to specify and behaviorally define the areas of
concern, determine the teacher's expectations for
the student and class, and clarify any previous
interventions.

5.

A family interview conducted by a social worker or
other appropriate pupil appraisal staff member to
determine the impact of social, cultural, develop
mental, emotional, and/or health factors on the
s t u d e n t ' s d i f f iculties.
The family interview
should address such additional factors as:

6.

a.

The parents'
vior;

perception of the problem beha

b.

The expectations of the parents for the student
in the home and school environments;

c.

P a r e n t a l e f f o r t s to deal with the problem
b e h a v i o r at h o m e and/ o r through community
service contact;

d.

A determination of the student's strengths
and weaknesses, relationships with peers and
siblings, self-concept, and achievement motiva
tion as perceived by the family; and

e.

Clarification of educational history informa
tion including attendance and other concerns
of evaluation team members.

Observation and study of the student's academic
and/or social behaviors in daily activities.
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7.

8.

9.

The development and implementation of individual
interventions which must be conducted or directed
by p u p i l appraisal personnel for a reasonable
period of time.
a.

I n d i v i d u a l b e h a v i o r a l i n t e r v e n t i o n s are
designed to improve or determine if sufficient
i m p r o v e m e n t ca n be m a d e in th e student's
behavior in the regular classroom with regular
education modifications and/or support servic
es, or

b.

I n d i v i d u a l instructional interventions are
d e s i g n e d to d e t e r m i n e whether the student
l e a r n s (e.g., a c q u i s i t i o n , comprehension,
retention) as a handicapped or as a nonhan
dicapped student.
S y s t e m a t i c m e a s u r e m e n t of academic and/or
social behaviors of concern conducted prior to
and following implementation of the interven
tion, or prior to implementation with repeated
measures during the intervention.

An analysis of the results of the individual inter
vention (s) .

10. An evaluation of the results of any other assess
ment activities conducted.
B.

Diagnostic assessment shall be conducted at any point
during the evaluation process when determined necessary
and shall include at a minimum (if not previously
conducted):
1.

Sensory screening;

2.

A review of the student's educational and medical
history, including the attendance record;

3.

A family interview, as described in A. 5. above;

4.

An educational evaluation conducted by a qualified
p u p i l a p p r aisal staff member to determine the
student's level of performance in academic areas,
which includes formal and informal assessments, a
curriculum based analysis of academic errors, an
estimate or determination of instructional and
f r u s t r a t i o n levels, an d an evaluation of the
appropriateness of the curriculum being employed;

5.

A psychological assessment conducted in an effort
to identify and describe the student's primary
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learning handicap and, when necessary, to rule out
mental retardation as the primary handicapping
condition.
The psychological assessment shall
include:
an assessment of the student's learning
problems within the educational context and with
respect to the referral problem; an appraisal of
emotional or cultural factors which may be causing
or c o n t r i b u t i n g to the stude n t ' s achievement
motivation (which may be obtained through such
methods as interview, observation, or checklist),
and m a y include an intellectual assessment or
assessment of basic psychological processes;
6.

An interview with the student;

7.

An evaluation of the information obtained as a
result of the Pupil Appraisal Assessment Program;

8.

A speech/language evaluation shall be conducted
when oral expression or listening comprehension is
suspected to be an area of impairment; and

9.

When neurological or other health problems are
suspected an evaluation shall be conducted by a
physician, neurologist, or neuropsychologist.
V.

RE-EVALUATION

The re-evaluation of students classified as Learning
Disabled shall consist at a minimum of the following:
1.

All requirements specified under the individual
Evaluation Process: Re-Evaluation Section.

2.

If, as a result of the re-evaluation conducted
according to 1. above, it is suspected that the
student is not Learning Disabled in accordance
with the definition, an evaluation according to
all procedures specified under the Procedures for
Evaluation section shall be conducted (excluding
the intervention requirement of the Pupil Apprais
al Assessment Program). In such cases, the student
shall meet the current eligibility criteria for
continued classification as Learning Disabled.
If
the student is determined to be nonexceptional as a
result of this evaluation, a one-year transitional
p r o g r a m may be recommended for the student in
accordance with
457 B. of the Act 754 regula
tions .
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MENTALLY RETARDED
I.

DEFINITION

Mentally retarded is significantly subaverage general
i n t e l l e c t u a l f u n c t i o n i n g e x i s t i n g concurrently with
deficits in adaptive behavior and manifested during the
developmental period.
NOTE:
In every case determinations of mental retardation
shall be based on an assessment of a variety of factors
including educational functioning, adaptive behavior, and
past and current developmental activities (e.g., indices or
manifestations of social, intellectual, adaptive, verbal,
motor, language, emotional, and self-care development for
age) .
A.

Mild mentally retarded is a student who is mildly
i m p a i r e d in i n t e l l e c t u a l , academic, and adaptive
behavior and whose development reflects a reduced rate
of learning.
The measured intelligence of a mild
mentally retarded student generally falls between two
and three standard deviations below the mean, and the
assessed adaptive behavior falls below age and cultural
expectations and generally within the same deviation as
the intellectual functioning.

B.

Moderate mentally retarded is a student who is moder
ately impaired in intellectual, academic, and adaptive
behavior and whose development reflects a reduced rate
of learning.
The measured intelligence of a moderate
mentally retarded student generally falls between three
and four standard deviations below the mean, and the
assessed adaptive behavior falls below age and cultural
expectations and generally within the same deviation as
the intellectual functioning.

C.

Severe mentally retarded is a student who is severely
i m p a i r e d in i n t e l l e c t u a l , academic, and adaptive
behavior and whose development reflects a reduced rate
of learning.
The measured intelligence of a severely
retarded student generally falls between four and five
standard deviations below the mean, and the assessed
adaptive behavior falls below age and cultural expecta
tions and generally within the same deviation as the
intellectual functioning.

D.

Profound mentally retarded is a student who is pro
f o u n d l y i m p a i r e d in i n t e l l e c t u a l , academic, and
adaptive behavior and whose development reflects a
reduced rate of learning. The measured intelligence of
a profoundly retarded student generally falls below
fi v e s t a n d a r d d e v i a t i o n s b e l o w age and cultural
expectations, generally within the same deviation as
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the intellectual functioning.
II.
A.

CRITERIA FOR ELIGIBILITY

All subclassifications:
be met.
1.

Criteria 1 through 5 must all

The learning problems are not due primarily to
such factors as:
a.

Other handicapping conditions,

b.

Lack of educational opportunity,

c.

Emotional stress in the home or school,

d.

Difficulty adjusting to school,

e.

Curricular change,

f.

A temporary crisis situation, or

g.

Environmental,
vantage.

cultural,

or economic disad

2.

Evidence that the student's adaptive behavior is
below age and cultural expectations, and generally
within one-half of a standard deviation of the
assessed level of intellectual functioning.

3.

An a s s e s s e d level of intellectual functioning
which is two or more standard deviations below the
mean.
Depending on the amount of the deviation,
the student shall, assuming all other criteria are
met, be assigned to the subclassifications accord
ing to the definitions described in 1. A, B, C, and
D.
T h e s t a n d a r d e r r o r of measurement may be
considered in individual cases.
The profile of
intellectual functioning must indicate subaverage
performance in the majority of the areas evaluated.

4.

Evidence that the student's academic or preacadem
ic skills are generally within one-half standard
deviation of the assessed level of intellectual
ability.

5.

Evidence that the deficits
developmental period.

occurred during the

B. Mild Mentally R e t a r d e d : All criteria in Section A
above
and criteria 1 and 2 below must be met.
1.

After receiving supportive and remedial regular
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educational assistance, the student still exhibits
behavior indicative of mild mental retardation
consistent with the definition.
Students eligible
for compensatory or remedial education programs
shall receive assistance in these programs prior
to b e i n g c o n s i d e r e d for s p e c i a l e d u c a t i o n a l
services.
2.

After receiving services in the Pupil Appraisal
A s s e s s m e n t P r o g r a m specific to the identified
learning problems, the student exhibits behavior
indicative of mild mental retardation consistent
with the definition.
The evidence shall include,
at a m i n i m u m , th e r e s u l t s of the s y s t e m a t i c
measurement of the identified specific learning
problems conducted according to the procedures for
evaluation, which indicates that the student's
learning abilities are significantly impaired with
respect to those of a nonhandicapped student.
III.

PROCEDURES FOR SCREENING

General Screening Procedures shall be followed.
IV.
A.

PROCEDURES FOR EVALUATION

T h e P u pil A p p r a i s a l A s s e s s m e n t P r o g r a m shall be
c o n d u c t e d for s t u d e n t s s u s p e c t e d of mild mental
retardation, and shall include:
1.

Sensory screening, if not previously conducted.

2.

A review with the student's educational, social,
a n d m e d i c a l history, including the attendance
record.

3.

An interview with the student.

4.

An interview with the student's teacher in order
to specify and behaviorally define the areas of
concern, determine the teacher's expectations for
the student and class, and clarify any previous
interventions.

5.

A family interview conducted by a social worker or
other appropriate pupil appraisal staff member to
determine the impact of social, cultural, develop
mental, and/or health factors on the student's
difficulties.
The family interview should address
such additional factors as:
a.

The parents'
ior;

perception of the problem behav
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7.

b.

The expectations of the parents for the student
in the home and school environments;

c.

P a r e n t a l e f f o r t s to deal with the problem
b e h a v i o r at h o m e and / o r through community
services contact;

d.

A determination of the student's strengths
and weaknesses, relationships with peers and
siblings, and self-concept, as perceived by
the family; and

e.

Clarification of educational history informa
tion including attendance and other concerns
of evaluation team members.

f.

Observation and study of the student's academic
and/or social behaviors in daily attendance.

The development and implementation of individual
interventions which must be conducted or directed
b y p u p i l appraisal personnel for a reasonable
period of time.
a.

I n d i v i d u a l b e h a v i o r a l i n t e r v e n t i o n s are
designed to improve or determine if sufficient
i m p r o v e m e n t can be m a d e in the student's
behavior in the regular classroom with regular
educational modifications and/or support
services, or

b.

I n d i v i d u a l instructional interventions are
d e s i g n e d to d e t e r m i n e whether the student
l e a r n s (e.g., a c q u i s i t i o n , comprehension,
retention) as a handicapped or nonhandicapped
student.

8.

Systematic measurement of academic and/or social
b e h a v i o r s of c o n c e r n c o n d u c t e d p r i o r to and
following implementation of the intervention, or
prior to implementation with repeated measures
during the intervention.

9.

An analysis of the results of the individual inter
vention (s) ,

10. An evaluation of the results of any other assess
ment activities conducted.
B.

Diagnostic assessment shall be conducted at any point
during the evaluation process when determined necessary
and shall include at a minimum (if not previously
conducted):
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1.

Sensory screening.

2.

A review of the student's educational and medical
history, including the attendance record.

3.

A family interview, as described in A.5.

4.

An educational evaluation conducted by a qualified
p u p i l appraisal staff member to determine the
student's level of performance in academic areas,
which includes formal and informal assessments, an
a n a l y s i s of a c a d e m i c errors, an e s t i m a t e or
determination of instructional and frustration
levels, and an evaluation of the appropriateness of
the curriculum being employed.

5.

An assessment of adaptive behavior.

6.

A psychological assessment which includes:
a.

An interview with the student,

b.

A n e v a l u a t i o n of the information obtained
as a result of the observation of the student
in the classroom,

c.

An appraisal of emotional or cultural factors
that may be causing or contributing to the
student's problems, and

d.

A standardized nondiscriminatory individual
assessment of intellectual functioning.

7.

An evaluation of the information obtained as a
result of the Pupil Appraisal Assessment Program.

8.

When neurological or other health problems are
suspected, an evaluation shall be conducted by a
physician, neurologist, or neuropsychologist.

9.

The Diagnostic Assessment of students suspected of
severe or profound retardation shall include:
a.

A medical evaluation, and

b.

An evaluation of language development,
communication skills.

and/or

NOTE:
Intellectual functioning is assessed with one or
more nondiscriminatory, individually administered instru
ments. Even without ethnic, cultural, and other bias, such
instruments measure only current intellectual functioning
particularly as it relates to preacademic and academic
performance.
R e s u l t s of such assessments are often
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additionally contaminated by variables such as emotional
functioning as well as specific environmental factors.
As
such measured intellectual functioning may change drastic
ally from time to time, it is the responsibility of the
examiners to ensure that the results reported and the range
of impairment assigned reflect the intellectual functioning
of t h e p e r s o n and not only the measured intellectual
performance at that time.
Adaptive behavior is the result of the interaction of
an individual's intellectual abilities with the broader
(as compared to school) environmental and cultural expecta
tions and opportunities to learn.
These intellectual
abilities are manifested by everyday activities such as
going to the store or around the community, handling one's
own money, etc.
Thus, individuals with the same measured
i n t e l l e c t u a l level may be widely different in other
manifestations of intelligence such as adaptive behavior.
Before a person can be labeled mentally retarded and
assigned to one of the sub-categories, there must be agree
ment in all indices of intelligence, particularly intellec
tual functioning and adaptive behavior.
If any of the
indices is higher, the label assigned must be consistent
with an integrated picture of the person and not based on
only measured intellectual performance.
The burden is upon the examiner and the evaluation
coordinator to avoid misclassification with its potential
stigmatizing effects and to rule out the influence of
variables such as emotional disorders, social conditions,
etc.
Mental retardation is descriptive of current behavior
and does not necessarily imply prognosis.
Prognosis is
related to such factors as associated conditions, motiva
tion, treatment, and educational and training opportunities
more than to."mental retardation" itself.

Adapted from:
Grossman, H.J., ed.,
Manual of Terminoloqy and Cl assificat i o n in M e n t a l
R e t a r d a t io n ,
A.A.M.D.,
1977
Revision.
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V.

RE-EVALUATION

Since no measures are perfectly reliable, and since so
many factors can affect an individual's performance at a
given time, it is imperative that all factors (with the
e x c e p t i o n o f t h e Pupil Appraisal Assessment Program)
assessed when initially identifying a student as mentally
retarded be reconsidered during the re-evaluation.
This
does not mean automatic "retesting” in every case.
The
following suggestions are offered as a general guide when
c o n d u c t i n g the r e - e v a l u a t i o n of a mentally retarded
student.
The re-evaluation should consist of:
A.

All requirements specified under the Individual Evalua
tion Process: Re-Evaluation Section.

B.

An adaptive behavior assessment in every case.

C.

A standardized nondiscriminatory individual assessment
of intelligence conducted whenever:
1.

The last intellectual evaluation yielded a measure
within one-half standard deviation of the upper
l i m i t of the standard deviation range for the
subclassifications mild and moderately mentally
retarded.

2.

Information is obtained from the student's tea
cher (s) or parents which suggests that the student
is not mentally retarded or the subclassification
is in error.

3.

Deemed necessary by the evaluation coordinator.

NOTE:
If, as a result of the re-evaluation activities
conducted in A, B, and C above, the student is determined
to be nonexceptional, a one-year transitional program may
be recommended for the student in accordance with §457 B of
the Act 754 Regulations.
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EDUCATIONALLY HANDICAPPED/SLOW LEARNER
I.

DEFINITION

Educationally handicapped or slow learner is a rate
of acquisition and/or degree of retention of information or
educational skills significantly slower than that expected
for children of the same age.
II.

CRITERIA FOR ELIGIBILITY

All of the following criteria must be met:
A.

The learning problems are not due primarily to other
handicapping conditions.

B.

The learning problems are not due primarily to such
factors as lack of educational opportunity, emotional
stress in the home or school, difficulty adjusting to
school, curricular change or temporary crisis situa
tions.

C.

The learning problems are not due primarily to environ
mental, cultural, or economic disadvantage.

D.

Evidence that the student, after receiving all avail
able supportive and remedial regular educational assis
tance, s t ill e x h i b i t s learning problems consistent
with the definition.

NOTE:
Students eligible for compensatory or remedial educa
tion programs shall receive assistance in these programs
prior to being considered for special services.
E.

Evidence that the student, after receiving services in
the Pupil Appraisal Assessment Program specific to the
identified learning problems, still exhibits learning
problems consistent with the definition.
The evidence
shall include, at a minimum, the results of the systemat
ic m e a s u r e m e n t of the identified learning problems
(conducted prior to and during and/or upon completion of
the Pupil Appraisal Assessment Program intervention)
w h i c h i n d i c a t e the failure of this intervention to
significantly modify the child's performance in the skill
areas of concern.

F.

E v i d e n c e of a c a d e m i c or p r e - a c a d e m i c deficits, as
demonstrated by performance two standard deviations or
more below the mean for the grade level appropriate for
the student's chronological age in all of the basic
skill areas listed below. The standard error of measure
ment may be considered in individual cases.
1.

Oral expression.
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2.

Listening comprehension.

3.

Written expression
writing).

4.

Reading recognition (basic reading skills).

5.

Reading comprehension.

6.

Math calculations.

7.

Math reasoning.

8.

O t h e r a g e - a p p r o p r i a t e developmental skill areas
when more appropriate,(e.g., pre-academic skills
for preschool and kindergarten age children).
III.

(e.g.,

spelling,

paragraph

PROCEDURES FOR SCREENING

Follow all requirements of the General Screening Proced
ures Section.
IV.

PROCEDURES FOR EVALUATION

The individual evaluation shall include at a minimum:
A.

The Pupil Appraisal Assessment Program, as described on
page 12, shall be provided for all identified children
with mild learning problems.

B.

Diagnostic Assessment shall be conducted at any point
during the evaluation process when determined necessary
and shall include at a minimum:
1.

Sensory screening, if not previously conducted.

2.

A r e v i e w of the child's educational and medical
history, including the attendance record.

3.

An interview with the child's parents in order to
determine:
if t h e r e m a y be any health factors
contributing to the child's problem behaviors; the
parents' perceptions of the problem behavior; if
the child may have experienced any developmental
d i f f i c u l t i e s w h i c h m a y have contributed to his
c u r r e n t p r o b l e m b e h a v i o r s ; and w h a t social or
c u l t u r a l factors may be responsible, in part or
whole, for the child's difficulties.

4.

An educational evaluation conducted by a qualified
p u p i l a p p r a i s a l s t aff m e m b e r to d e t e r m i n e the
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student's level of performance in academic areas,
w h i c h shall include formal and informal assess
ments, a c u r r i c u l u m b a s e d analysis of academic
errors, an estimate or determination of instruc
tional and frustration levels, and an evaluation
of t h e a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s of the curriculum being
employed.
5.

A n e v a l u a t i o n of the information obtained as a
result of the pupil appraisal assessment program.

6.

A psychological assessment when necessary to rule
out t h e p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t some other impairment
(e.g., mental retardation, behavior disorder) may
be the reason for the child's poor performance in
school.

7.

W h e n n e u r o l o g i c a l or o t her health problems are
suspected, an evaluation shall be conducted by a
physician, neurologist, or neuropsychologist.
V.

RE-EVALUATION

The re-evaluation of children classified as educational
ly handicapped/slow learner shall include all requirements
specified under the Individual Evaluation Process: Re-evalu
ation Section A.
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APPENDIX C
Teacher Ratings of Social Skills:

TROSS
Gresham-Elliott Assessment of Social Skills
by
Frank M. Gresham, Ph.D.
I.

StephenN . Elliott, Ph.D.

STUDENT DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
Student's TROSS code number ___________________________
Sex:

Male

Female

Age _________ Grade_________
Race:

White

Ethnicity:

Black

Other

American Indian
Hispanic
Asian

______ Other
II.

RATING INSTRUCTIONS (Frequency & Importance Dimension)

Please rate each item carefully and the student's status in
relation to it. This is termed the FREQUENCY DIMENSION.
If
the statement if NOT TRUE of the student, circle the 0. If
the statement is SOMEWHAT OR SOMETIMES TRUE of the student,
circle the 1. If the statement is VERY TRUE or OFTEN TRUE
of the student, circle the 2,
Your second rating should reflect how important you think
each behavior is for success in your classroom for the
student being rated.
Circle the 0 if the behavior is
UNIMPORTANT for success in your classroom. Circle the 1 if
the behavior is IMPORTANT for success in your classroom.
Circle the 2 if the behavior is CRITICAL for success in your
classroom.
PLEASE REMEMBER, YOU ARE TO PROVIDE TWO RATINGS FOR EACH
BEHAVIOR.
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Teacher Information
Sex:

Male

Female

Years Teaching Experience
1-5 years
6-15 years
16 + years
Teaching Experience with Handicapped Children:

Yes

No

______ In regular classroom setting
______ In special or resource room setting
Both
Type of Classroom Currently Teaching In:
______ Regular

______ Resource
______ Self-contained
Other
School Information
Type of School:

Size of School:

______ Urban

______ Large Over 1,0 00 students

Suburban

Medium Between 400-999

Rural

Small Less than 400

For additional information on social skills
or this scale, contact:
Frank M. Gresham, Ph.D.
Department of Psychology
Louisiana State University
Baton Rouge, LA 70803
(504) 388-8745
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FREQUENCY DIMENSION

IMPORTANCE DIMENSION

0 = NOT TRUE

2 = C R IT IC A L FOR SUCCESS IN
MY CLASSROOM
1 = IM PO RTANT FOR SUCCESS IN
MY CLASSROOM
0 = UNIMPORTANT FOR SUCCESS
I N MY CLASSROOM

1 = SOMEWHAT OR SOMETIMES TRUE'
2 = VERY TRUE OR OFTEN TRUE

III.

IT E M S AND R A T IN G FORMATS
FREQUENCY
D IM E N S IO N

Item

IMPORTANCE
D IM E N S IO N

0

1 2

2

0

1

2

2

0

1

2

Follows rules when playing
games.

0

1 2

Looks at teacher when
instructed.

0

1 2

1-

Easily makes transition from
one activity to another.

2.

Accepts peer's ideas and
suggestions for play or ways
of playing.

3.

Displays sense of humor.

0

4.

Acknowledges compliments or
praise from peers when
deserved.

0

5.

Says and/or does nice things
for self when deserved.

6.

Tolerates peers whose charac
teristics are different from
one's own (e.g., ethnic
group, handicapped, etc.).

7.

Invites peers to join an on
going game.

8.

9.
10.

Attends to class speakers.

0

2

0

1 2

11.

Completes classroom assign
ments in the required time.

0

2

0

1 2

12.

Shows empathy for peers.

0

1 2

0

1 2

13.

Uses appropriate tone of
voice in classroom.

0

1 2

0

1 2

14.

Follows teacher's verbal
directions.

0

1

0

1

2

2
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FREQUENCY DIMENSION

IMPORTANCE DIMENSION

0 = NOT TRUE

2 = CRITICAL FOR SUCCESS IN
MY CLASSROOM
1 = IMPORTANT FOR SUCCESS IN
MY CLASSROOM
0 = UNIMPORTANT FOR SUCCESS
IN MY CLASSROOM

1 = SOMEWHAT OR SOMETIMES TRUE
2 = VERY TRUE OR OFTEN TRUE
Item

FREQUENCY
DIMENSION

IMPORTANCE
DIMENSION

15.

Questions rules which may be
unjust in an appropriate
manner.

16.

Responds to teasing or namecalling by ignoring or
changing the subject.

17.

Responds to physical
aggression by asking for
help or some other
appropriate means.

18.

Initiates conversations with
p ee r s .

19.

Attempts classroom tasks be
fore asking for teacher
assistance.

20.

Uses time productively while
waiting for teacher
assistance.

21.

Uses free time in an
acceptable manner.

22.

Distinguishes truth from
untruth.

0

23.

Invites peers to play.

0

1

2

0

1

2

24.

Initiates conversations with
new class members.

0

1

2

0

1

2

25.

Participates in games or
activities.

0

1

2

0

1

2

26.

Interacts with peers.

0

1 2

0

1 2

27.

Appropriately joins an
activity or groups.

0

1 2

0

1 2

0
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FREQUENCY DIMENSION

IMPORTANCE DIMENSION

0 = NOT TRUE

2 = CRITICAL FOR SUCCESS IN
MY CLASSROOM
1 = IMPORTANT FOR SUCCESS IN
MY CLASSROOM
0 = UNIMPORTANT FOR SUCCESSIN MY CLASSROOM

1 = SOMEWHAT OR SOMETIMES TRUE
2 = VERY TRUE OR OFTEN TRUE

FREQUENCY
DIMENSION

Item

IMPORTANCE
DIMENSION

28.

Introduces self to new
people on own initiative.

29.

Makes positive statements to
other children such as:
"nice job," "way to go," etc.

30.

Praises peers.

0

2

0

2

31.

Waits turn when playing
g a m es .

0

2

0

2

32.

Shares materials with others.

0

2

0

2

33.

Cooperates with peers with
out being told.

0

2

0

2

34.

Compromises in conflict situ
ations with peers by modifyown ideas to reach
agreement.

35.

Requests permission to use
peer's property.

36.

Requests assistance, explana
tions or instructions from
teacher.

37.

Controls temper in conflict
situations.

38.

Presents academic work (e.g.,
oral reading, reports, etc.)
before class or small group.

39.

Keeps desk clean and neat.

0

2

0

2

40.

Puts work materials or school
property away carefully.

0

2

0

2

41.

Produces correct academic
work.
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FREQUENCY DIMENSION

IMPORTANCE DIMENSION

0 = NOT TRUE

2 = CRITICAL FOR SUCCESS IN
MY CLASSROOM
1 = IMPORTANT FOR SUCCESS IN
MY CLASSROOM
0 = UNIMPORTANT FOR SUCCESS
IN MY CLASSROOM

1 = SOMEWHAT OR SOMETIMES TRUE
2 = VERY TRUE OR OFTEN TRUE
Item

FREQUENCY
DIMENSION

42

Appropriately expresses
anger or annoyance when a
classmate takes a belonging
without asking.

0

43,

Asks questions of teacher
when unsure of what to do in
school work at appropriate
times and in an appropriate
m an n e r .

0

44

Speaks out in an appropriate
manner when treated unfairly
by peers or teachers.

0

4 5,

Appropriately expresses
opinions or beliefs on some
issue by giving reasons for
expressed opinion or belief.

0

46

Volunteers to help peers on
classroom tasks when needed.

0

47.

Nonverbally interacts with
other students with smiles,
winks, nods, or some other
appropriate means.

0

48.

Politely refuses unreasonable 0
requests by others.

49.

Ignores peer distractions
when doing classwork.

50.

Congratulates peers on
accomplishments.

0

IMPOF.TANCE
DIMENSION
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Appendix D
Instructions Given To Teachers Completing the TROSS

Dear Teacher,
Some of the students in your classroom have been
s e l e c t e d for participation in a parishwide research
proj ect.
The project is aimed at the validation of the Teacher
Ratings of Social Skills (TROSS), a recently developed
assessment instrument.
The rating scale taps those all
i m p o r t a n t p e r c e p t i o ns of you, the regular classroom
teacher, w i t h regards to students' classroom social
behavior.
This includes not only your ratings of the
behavior of given students, but also the importance you
place on the behaviors (included in the scale) for success
in the classroom.
Your anonymity is assured through the
omission of "teacher name" on the rating form.
Please
read the enclosed "Instructions Sheet", complete the
scales, and return the material to your school office
within two weeks of date of receipt.
Thank you for your participation in this important
project.
The information you have provided will further
support the use of the TROSS in identifying students who
may need social skills training.
Sincerely,

Frederick Lee Black
Certified School Psychologist
Candidate for Ph.D.,
Psychology
Louisiana State University
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Instructions Sheet
1.

Your ratings of at least two students in your class
will be needed.

2.

See the attached "Student to be Rated" strip.
Once
the student has been rated, please remove the name
strip from the packet and destroy.

3.

Selection of a "matched" student:
In addition to the named student in your class, a
rating of another student selected bv you is needed.
Using your alphabetical class roster, please select
the 5th regular education student on the roll who
"matches" the named special education student on race
and sex.

4.

Follow the instructions for completing the TROSS on
the first page of the scale.
special note:
Please
write in the student1s TROSS code number as provided
on the " S t u d e n t to be Rated" strip.
For those
s t u d e n t s r a t e d wh o are s e l e c t e d from the class
roster byy you, please write in 000 for "student's
TROSS code number".

Student to be Rated
The student in your class to be rated is
whose TROSS code number is ______________

VITA

FREDERICK LEE BLACK
PERSONAL DATA
Born:
Family:

August 22, 1945; Cuthbert, Georgia
Married to Winnie Ann Heard, 28 July
1977 ; one son, Geoffrey, born December
12, 1978
Home Address: 8262 Highland Road
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70808
EDUCATION
M.A.
A.B.

Louisiana State University, Psychology,
19 7 6 Mercer University; Macon Georgia;
Psychology, 1967

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE
1980-Present

SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST, Louisiana certified,
West Baton Rouge Parish Schools,
Port Allen, Louisiana. Responsible
for organization and delivery of
multifaceted psychological services
to elementary, middle, and high
s c h o o l s t u d e n t s and faculty.
M e m b e r of P upil A p p r a i s a l team
co-responsible for organization of
total Pupil Appraisal services in
parish.

1979-1980

PSYCHOLOGIST, Competent Authority Number
000147, State of Louisiana, East
Baton Rouge Parish Schools, Baton
Rouge, Louisiana.
Provision of
psychoeducational assessment
services for East and West Baton
Rouge Parish school systems.

1977-1979

PSYCHOLOGIST, Competent Authority Number
000147,
S t a t e of L o u isiana.
L o u i s i a n a State University,
Department of Human Development,
Assessment Center.
Provision of
psychoeducational assessment
services to East and West Baton
R o u g e P a r i s h s c h o o l systems.
Member of Competent Authority team
serving Louisiana School for the
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Visually Impaired.
1976

P S Y C H O L O G I C A L ASSISTANT I, State of
L o u i s i a n a Department of Correc
tions, J u v e n i l e D i a g n o s t i c and
R e c e p t i o n Center,
Louisiana
Training Institute, Baker, Loui
siana.
Responsibilities included
complete psychological assess
ments of juvenile offender popula
tion.

PREPROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE
1975

COUNSELOR, Community Corrections and
Rehabilitation Center, Inc., Baton
Rouge,
Louisiana.
Provided
counseling services to residents of
a live-in drug abuse center.
Also
responsible for diagnostic workups
on residents for local, state, and
federal court purposes.

1974

G R A D U A T E A S S I S T A N T , Louisiana State
University, Department of Psycho
logy.
R.M. Dreger, Ph.D., Super
visor.
Involved in coordination of
r e s e a r c h group, f o r m u l a t i o n of
r e s e a r c h projects,
and exam
p r e p a r a t i o n and s c o r i n g for
undergraduate course in personality
theory.

1972-1973

OPERATION TRANSITION TRAINEE, Department
of Neuro-psychiatry, 27th U.S. Army
Station Hospital, Berlin, Germany.
Full psychological services for ina n d o u t - p a t i e n t p o p u l a t i o n of
U.S. c i t i z e n s .
Duties included
s c r e e n i n g a n d e v a l u a t i o n of
d i s c h a r g e candidates, acting as
c o - t h e r a p i s t for d r u g abuse
group, and consultation with all
other hospital departments.

1968-1970

GRADE SCHOOL TEACHER, Temporary Certi
ficati o n, P o i n t e C o u p e e Parish
S c h o o l Board, N e w Roads, Loui
siana.
School year 1968-1969
t a u g h t seventh and eighth grade
English.
School year 1969-1970,
social studies and reading.
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1967-1968

EMPLOYMENT TESTING TEAM MEMBER, Esso and
E n j a y R e f i n e r i e s , B a t o n Rouge,
Louisiana.
E.O. Timmons, Ph.D.,
Director. Responsible for adminis
tration and evaluation of employ
ment s c r e e n i n g t e s t battery.
C o o r d i n a t o r of in-field testing
team.
G R A D U A T E A S S I S T A N T , Louisiana State
University, Department of Psycho
logy.
Librarian for departmental
testing materials
library.
Coordination of graduate student
t e s t i n g at u n i v e r s i t y - b a s e d
e l e m e n t a r y school.
F.A. Pryor,
P h .D ., Supervisor.

MILITARY EXPERIENCE
197 0-1973

Volunteered for four year enlistment in
t he U.S. A r m y S e c u r i t y Agency.
After completing Basic Training at
Fort Jackson, South Carolina, was
sent to the Defense Language Insti
t u t e , W e s t C o a s t in M o n t e r e y ,
Calif o r n i a , where a 32-week
c o u r s e in German was completed.
Subsequently completed an 8-week
c o u r s e at G o o d f e l l o w A i r Force
B a s e (Sa n A n g e l o , Te xa s ) for
p r i m a r y M O S of V o i c e Intercept
Operator.
S t a t i o n e d at U . S . A.S.A. Field Station, Berlin, for
remainder of enlistment.
Specifics
of duties classified.
Supervision
of 2 0-25 men within section was
p a r t of duties.
Due to an e n 
listment reduction was separated
from regular Army April 15, 1973.
Final rank at separation Specialist
5/E5.
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Educa
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Presented at the annual meeting of Southwest
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Educational Research Association, Dallas.
Black, F.L. (1976).
WAIS subtest performance and
personality:
S i m i l a r i t i e s and p i c t u r e
a r r a n g e m e n t s u b t e s t s and the 16 PF "G"
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University.
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